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September 5, 2002

James G. Kenna. Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
690 West Gamet Avenue

P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
lmpa:l Statement (DEIS) for the Draft California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan

i} for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trail Management Plan [CEQ Number 020227). Our review is pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40
CFR Parts 1500-1508, and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The DEIS describes and analyzes a range of altematives for managing Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) lands in the Coachella Valley of southemn California. New management
direction and alternatives are proposed to address a broad range of resource and management
issues, including rccovery of listed species, motorized and non-motorized recreational

opportunities, | and energy r and collaborative across jurisdictional
boundaries. BLM has identified three action alternatives (Altzma:wcs A-C). The agency's
preferred alternative for the CDCA Plan Amend is an amalgamation of plan el

chosen from these alternatives. The preferred alternative for the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
M ins Trail M Plan portion of the DEIS is Altemnative B. Both I.he CDCA Plan
A | and Trail M Plan were developed using a collaborati gp

involving local governments, State agencies, other Federal agencies, and Indnan tribes.

EPA ds BLM for its th gh analysis of impacts associated with the action
alternatives. Issues have been clearly articulated, and the impact analysis does an excellent job
of discussing potential impacts in the context of each issue area. We also appreciate efforts taken
to identify related planning efforts so that this plan can be considered in its appropriate planning
context. In most respects the impacts assncmed with the preferred alternative are expected to be
beneficial. Accordingly, we have 1 a rating of LO (Lack of Objections) to the DEIS.
Please It the closed d for more information on EPA’s rating system.

Printed on Recwcled Paper

Based on our review, we offer the following for your ideration in
preparing the Final EIS:

. The pIan arrlcndmcnt anticipates using an adaptive g L strategy to add

conti f in the p g area. When possible, the Final EIS and Record of Decision

(ROD) should identify specifi ler of other al ives that will be considered as fallback
plions if ',' ives are not being met during a reasonable time frame.

. Since the preferred alterative i is drawn from multiple action aliemahv:s. it would be

useful to identify the preferred al ve wh r specific al ives are refe d in

Chapter 4--Envi 1C (this was done on some occasions but not consistently).

This would alleviate the need to ref:r back to Table ES-1 or Chapter 2 to determine which
alternative is preferred.

. Page 4-45 refi "additional mitigati [that] may be required to minimize
impacts to water and hydrologic p " in the event that sand and gravel mining
facilities are developed within consewanan areas. We request that BLM be more specific about
the types of mitigation measures that would potentially be considered.

. Page 4-69 rel'cremcs the possibility of setting a camying capacity if the Drop 31 area
becomes " ly popular,” We 1 that BLM identify the elements it will consider
in determining whether a carmng capacity determination is warranted. It also might be useful to
adopt a specific schedule for ing use and iated impacts at the Drop 31 area. BLM
should also identify whether it considers additional NEPA analysis to be necessary to set
management parameters for the Drop 31 area, based on its best estimate of potential use.

. In the event that the preferred alternative is modified as a result of comments received on
the DEIS, we request that BLM consult with EPA prior to releasing the FEIS.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review and offer comments on this DEIS. If you have
any questions concerning this letter, please contact me or Leonidas Payne of my staff [phone:
(415) 972-3847; e-mail: payne.leonidas@epa.gov]. Please send a single copy of the Final EIS to
the Federal Activities Office at the letterhead address above (mail code: CMD-2) when it
becomes available,

Sincerely,

e/ oot

Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Enclosure: Ratings Summary
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a pmpcm.d action,

The ratings are a combination of alphabetical porics for eval of the envi 1 g ol the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMIPACT OF THE ACTION
“LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not 1denl|f¢d any potential env:rmmenul impacts rtqulnns substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed for appli of mitig: that could be

accomplished with no more than minor thmgn to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
10 reduce these impacts.

“EO0" frnmonmmmf Objections)

T1Ie EPA review has identified slyuﬂunt i img that must be avoided in order to provide
q p for Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
ferred al tive or ideration of some other project altemative (including the no action alternative

or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU" (Envi ity Unsatisfactary)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are nl' s‘uf!'ur.lenl magnitude that they are

fz vy from the dpoint of public Itelllllor\w!lflrel:u'eﬂ\rlrmlllm'rlalqual|l)|I EPA intends to work
with the lead agen:ymredu:edlese impacts. If the p ially p are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be ed for rcferral to the CEQ

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" {Adequate)
EPA believes the dnﬁ Els Aﬂﬂuﬂiely sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred altemative and

those of the al ly to the pmjoa or actmn No f’urdm mlysls or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or i

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully ¢ | impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spﬂcin.lm of alternatives lm!ysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additis infc ion, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses patem:a(ly ngmﬁcnm enwmnmenul |mp:cu ofthe
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new that

ofallgmlmru :nllysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order 1o reduce the potentially :lpuﬁr-lnl
env P EPA believes that the identified additional infe 1, data, analyses, or

are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made availabl, for public ina I | or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the

ial signifi i Ived, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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September 5, 2002

James G. Kenna

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
690 West Garnet Avenue

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

Subject: Commams on the IJ S Bureau of Land Management's
Draft Envir t t S for the Draft
California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment
for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Trails Manag t Plan

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (the Tribe) has reviewed the
above referenced document. The Tribe recognizes that as a result of the
listing of the Peninsular Bighorn Sheep (PBS) as endangered by U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and the release of the Recovery Plan for the species
that the BLM is in the process of amending the California Desert Plan for
the Coachella Valley. This amendment also addresses the creation of the
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument within the
BLM's Califomia Desert Conservation Area. As a result, the BLM has
released a draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan establishing policies for continued opportunities for
hiking, biking and equestrian use in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains while promoting recovery of PBS. There are several issues
that the Tribe wishes to address in regards to both these programs, the
amended CDCA Plan and the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan, that relate to the Tribe's management of its
lands, its natural resources including PBS, wild horses and riparian habitat
within Palm Canyon, and the release of a Tribal Habitat Conservation
Plan.

1. Agua Caliente Indian Reservation, home of the Agua Caliente
Band of Cahuilla Indians, consists of over 31,400 acres of land
in the Coachella Valley. It contains Tribal trust land, allotted
land, and both Tribal and non-Indian fee land, which is in a

450 € TAHOUITZ CANYON WAY = PALM SPRINGS. CA 92262 « (760) 253400 +« FAX (760) 3256952

Kanna Ltr.
Saptember 5, 2002
Page 20(4

checkerboard pattern and interspersed among public lands
owned or under the management of the federal govemment, in
particular the BLM and the U.S, Forest Services, as well as
state agencies and privately owned land. As a sovereign entity,
the Tribe has protected and managed the areas and resources
within its jurisdictional territory for thousands of years, and
intends to continue to do so. However, it is the Tribe's intent to
manage its lands and resources cooperatively with other
adjoining land managers while maintaining sovereign authority
over activities within its jurisdiction and protecting Tribal values.

In the above referenced document, the BLM has identified 1.2
miles of stream in Palm Canyon within Section 36 (Township 5
South, Range 4 East) on BLM land as eligible and suitable for
recommendation for Wild and Scenic River designation.
Although this segment of the main stream in Palm Canyon lies
just outside the southeastern comer of the Reservation,
segments of the stream continue onto the Reservation for
approximately 3 miles before ending in the dry wash system at
the base of Palm Canyon. Those segments on the Reservation
may not be eligible or suitable for recommendation for Wild and
Scenic River designation. It is the intent of the Tribe to manage
the streams in Palm Canyon consistent with both the Indian
Canyons Master Plan and the Cooperative Management
Agreement with the Bureau of Land Management.

The Tribe agrees with the BLM's recommendation to retire the
Palm Canyon Herd Management Area designation. The Tribe
has recently trapped and removed nine horses that were having
an adverse impact on Dos Palmas Spring due to the severe
drought conditions. The Tribe will continue to review field
conditions in this area and will monitor for the possible presence
of additional horses on the Reservation. If additional horses are
discovered on the Reservation, they will be managed in
compliance with the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan that will be
released in Autumn 2002, Where appropriate the Tribe will
ooordinaie its management actions with the BLM, particularly in

to the ing cooperative agreement between the BLM
and the Tribe for managemanl of land uses and natural
resources within the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument. As authorized under the Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains National Monument Act of 2000, and as
agreed upon in the above stated cooperative agreement, the
Tribe and the BLM will exchange lands to facilitate both the
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Henna Lir.
Septembar §, 2002
Paga Jof 4

Tribe's and the BLM's land use and resources management
actions.

The Tribal Habitat Conservation Program will be released in
Auturmn 2002 and will address the management and recovery of
Peninsular Bighom Sheep (PBS) on the Reservation as well as
the management of other federally listed and Tribally designated
sensitive species. A total of 18 species will be addressed by the
plan. Key conservation goals in the plan for PBS include:

* Conserving lambing areas within the
Reservation

= Conserving clearly defined migration corridors
within the Reservation

= Conserving most of the remaining PBS habitat
throughout the San Jacinto Range on the
Reservation

* Dedicating, where appropriate and feasible,
conserved land to a Habitat Preserve; and

* Minimizing impacts to PBS and their habitat by
imposing development standards, including
avoidance and minimization measures.

The establishment and maintenance of trails throughout the
Reservation for hiking and equestrian use (no off-road vehicle
use is allowed) is a vital part of the Tribe's management of the
Indian Canyons and surrounding areas. Riparian habitat,
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep lambing areas and migration routes
are extremely sensitive areas that must be protected. The
compatibility of the established trails with these sensitive
resources will be analyzed in 2003 as part of the Tribe's
implementation of the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan. The
Tribe will inventory existing trails using GPS and photo
documentation to record existing conditions. This information
will be used to assess potential impacts on existing sensitive
biological resources.

Maintaining trails within the Reservation is an important
traditional use of the Tribe for cultural, economic and
conservation purposes. If possible conflicts are identified,
corrective measures will be implemented where practical. While
trails on the Reservation are not subject to the management
prescriptions contained in the draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains Trails Management Plan, Tribal management
decisions will be considered relative to trail connectivity and

Henna Lir,
September 5, 2002
Page 4ol 4

network viability with those trails on adjacent, non-Reservation
lands including BLM lands.

Please do not hesitate to call us if you need additional information or need
clarification on the above comments. Contact Mr. Michael Kellner at 760-
325-3400, extension 204 or myself at extension 217.

Sincerely,

W p,yt_..._.
Margarel Park

Principal Planner
Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians

C: Tribal Council
Tom Davis, Chief Planning Officer
Mike Kellner, Environmental Resources Manager
File
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Field Manager

A
Bureau of Land Management

e Palm Springs South Coast Field Office
sl Post Office Box 581260

James G. Kenna

et Re:  Proposed California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan
Amendment and Environment Impact Statement for Public Lands in
the Coachella Valley

Dear Mr. Kenna,

We reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement issued for the proposed
California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment, Portions of the area considered
were traditionally used by the Wanakik Cahuilla and Serrano peoples. We are
particularly concemed with the areas immediately north and south of Whitewater
Canyon and the area west of Windy Point. We would like to be informed of any projects
or studies conducted in those areas.

If you require additional information, | may be reached at (909) 8494697 x2922,

Sincerely,

LS

Susan Pantell
Environmental Manager
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY DAVIS, Governor
CALIFORNIA STATE uﬂ'b'ib‘dil% PAUL D. THAYER, Exscutive Officar

100 Howe Avenue, oSl
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 1 M2 40

(916) 574-1800  FAX (916) 574-1810
California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2022

02 WG - from Vieice Phone 1-800-735-2920
A ?&E{ﬁ‘? Contact Phone: (916) 574-1880

Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

August 1, 2002

Ms. Elera Misquez

US. Bureau of Land Management
690 W. Garnet Avenue

P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Dear Ms. Misquez:

Staff of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Draft California Desert Conservation Area
Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains Trails Management Plan, June 2002 (SCH# 2002074001).

The CSLC owns numerous State School Land parcels within the defined area of
the Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley. Section 2.3.10, “Land
Tenure: Acquisition Criteria”, indicates that discretionary purchases within the
Coachella Valley area, meeting outlined criteria, will be considered depending on
overall Bureau priorities and resource capabilities. Staff of the CSLC would consider
the exchange of its lands within the Coachella Valley area with the federal government,
on a case-by-case basis, after appropriate appraisals of the surface and mineral estates
are completed, and if it is determined that the exchange of these lands would be in the
State’s best interest. The CSLC would not be in a position to donate its school lands to
the federal government as it has fiduciary responsibilities to the California State
Teachers’ Retirement System in the management of State School Lands.

The school land parcels appear to be within the Proposed Preferred Alternative
Trails Management Plan shown in the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan. The parcels are located within the “Seasonal Trail Area”, the

Pc |05

Ms. Elena Misquez
August 1, 2002
Page 2

“New Perimeter Trail Area”, and possibility within the “Existing Perimeter Trail Area”
shown in Figure 2-12. Authorization from the CSLC will be necessary before any
proposed activity or development occurs on any CSLC owned school lands in these
areas.

Should you have any questions or desire additional clarification, please contact
Ms. Marianne Wetzel, School Lands Unit, at wetzelm@slc.ca.gov, at the above address,
or by telephone at (916) 574-1817.

Sincerely,

ZS'S & s

Division of Environmental
Planning and Management

Cec:  Marianne Wetzel
Stephen Jenkins
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GRAY DAV, Gowamaor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Eastern Sierra & Inland Deserts Region * R VED
4775 Bird Farm Rd
Chino Hills. CA 91709
(909) 597-5043

@

ECE]
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
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PALM SPRINGS-SCUTH CoAST
RESOURCE AREA .
5 September, 2002

Mr James Kenna

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs-South Coast Office
690 West Garnet Avenue

P.O. Box 581260

Nerth Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Draft California Desert Conservation
Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley (CDCA Plan) and the Draft Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan prepared by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). We are not submitting comments on the Draft Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan at this time, as that Plan is part of the
Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CYMSHCP), therefore, it is
more appropriate to provide the comments when that plan is out for review. The CDCA
Plan/DEIS describes and analyzes a range of alternatives for managing the public
lands administered by the BLM in the Coachella Valley. The Coachella Valley is
located in central Riverside County. The Departiment has the following comments on
the document:

Page 1-4, Section 1.4, Alternatives Considered and Not Analyzed in Detail, last
paragraph

Please note and include a statement acknowledging that while sheep are known to
enter the urban interface and become habituated to human activity, it is not a desired
condition and considered detrimental lo the recovery of wild sheep populations.

PC L9

Page 1-7, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, Santa Rosa Mountains
National Monument Plan

Please include a statement that the boundary of the National Monument also includes
lands owned by the Department and California State Parks and the Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Naticnal Monument Act of 2000 does not alter or have
jurisdiction over the management of these lands or thase owned by other non-federal

pPceo3o

Page 2
Mr. James Kenna
5 September 2002

Jurisdictions

Page 1-8, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, The Recovery Plan for the
Peninsular Ranges Bighom Sheep

Please include that the Peninsular Bighorn sheep were listed as rare by the California
Fish and Game Commission in 1971 and that the designation was changed to
threatened under the California Endangered Species Act in 1984. In addition, the
species is designated as Fully Protected by the California legisiature.

Pages 1-8 through 1-10, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, The Recovery
Plan for the Peninsular Ranges Bighom Sheep

It is unclear in this section which activities are to be addressed through this plan
amendment and which are subject to additional project level consultation with the Fish
and Wildlife Service. Several activities listed on page 1-8 are also listed on page 1-10.
The document states that those on page 1-8 are applicable to this plan, whereas those
on page 1-10 will require project level consultation, yet many of the activities are the
same. Please clarify.

Page 1-9, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, The Recovery Plan for the
Peninsular Ranges Bighom Sheep, Item #1

Please identify in this document that page 88 of the Peninsular Bighom Sheep
Recovery Plan identifies a list of trails with potential user conflicts.

Page 1-9, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, The Recovery Plan for the
Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep, Item #1(g)

Please change o read “except for peripheral trails located at or near the edge of urban
areas...”

Page 1-11, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, Santa Rosa Mountains
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan: A Sikes Act Project (Sikes Act Plan)

The Sikes Act Plan was jointly developed by the Department and BLM. Any
amendments or updates need to be agreed to by both agencies. The Department has
not yet agreed to update the Sikes Act Plan through the CVMSHCP. The Department
considers the Sikes Act Plan active and any updates should be done through the
mechanism outlined in the plan itself. Management of the area will continue with the
same emphasis stated in the plan, “If the WHA is to retain its relatively undisturbed
character, public use must be tailored to insure minimal permanent impacts. The intent
of the plan is to provide for public use of the area in a manner consistent with the
maintenance of existing wildlife values®. Furthermore, it needs to be consistent with the
1985 Cooperalive Agreement for the Santa Rosa Mountains Wildlife Area 3, which
states that *Peninsular Bighom Sheep will be the primary emphasis species of the BLM
and CDFG cooperation agreement”

Page 1-17, Section 1.6, Planning Criteria, Area and Route Designation Criteria

Pci71
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Page 3
Mr James Kenna
5 September 2002

The second criterion stales “Areas and routes shall be located to minimize harassment
of wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife habitats. Special attention will be given to
protect endangered or threatened species and their habitats.” This appears to limit the
BLM's ability to establish an off-highway vehicle open area at Drop 31 without providing
mechanisms o avoid impacts to bighorn sheep, as described in our letter of June 17,
2002 (attached). The desert bighomn sheep is designated as a Species of Special
Concem by the Department, as well as a Fully Protected Species, by the California
legislature (Fish and Game Code §4 and thus it appears that these designations and
the criterion are in conflict with the placement of an off-highway vehicle open area at
Drop 31

Page 2-2, Section 2.1.2, Plan Goals Common to All Alternatives
Please provide a discussion on how the goals were developed

Page 2-4, Section 2.1.3.1, Wild and Scenic Rivers
Please include an explanation of the differences between designations of wild vs.
recreational and wildemess vs, non wildemess

Page 2-9, Section 2.1.3.5, Muitiple Use Classification, Preferred Alternative (B)
The description does not match figure 2-3(a), which indicates that Windy Point, Indio
Hills, and Iron Door are classified as Multiple-Use “I".

Page 2-10, Section 2.1.3.6, Habitat Conservation Objectives, Preferred Alternative
(B&C)

The text refers to objectives outlined in table 2-4, which appears to be missing from the
document. This missing table makes review of the document difficult. The Department
recommends that a revised document be released, with adequate time for review to
determine if the analysis in chapter 4 conforms to conservation objectives.

Page 2-16, Section 2.1.3.15, Wild Horse and Burro Program
The Department recommends including the removal of illegal animals as part of the
preferred alternative.

Page 2-17, Section 2.1.3.16, Motorized-Vehicle Area Designations

As previously stated in our comment on the Area and Route Designation Criteria,
criterion (b) limits BLM's ability to designate Drop 31 as an off-highway vehicle open
area.

Page 2-18, Section 2.1.3.16, Preferred Alternative (B)

The fifth bullet states “The expanded area of Dos Palmas ACEC would remain closed.”
This indicates that the ACEC boundary would be changed and conflicts with the
Preferred Alternative for the Special Area Designation on page 2-11, which states that
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Page 4

Mr. James Kenna

5 September 2002

existing ACEC boundaries would remain unchanged

Page 2-20, Motorized-Vehicle A Route Desig
A preferred alternative needs to be indicated in this section.

Page 2-22, Section 2.1.3.17, Motorized-Vehicle Access: Route Designations
At present there is no commercial use on Dunn Road and this should be reflected in
alternative D

Page 2-23, Special Recreation Management Area, Preferred Alternative (B) d)

The waters authorized in the NECO plan were included to expand the usable habitat for
bighorn sheep. At the time they were authorized, the concept of designating Drop 31

as an off-highway vehicle open area had not been discussed. The designation of Drop
31 and the resultant increase in human use will result in sheep being unable to drink
from the Coachella Canal. The problems associated with sheep use of the canal and
its lack of availability are out-lined in our letter of June 17, 2002 (attached). In addition,
BLM has closed the roads to Hidden Spring, Washingtonia Spring, and Sheephole
Dasis, as well as seasonally closing the Mecca-Copia Trail, at least in part, due to
concerns about human intrusion into bighom water sources. It is the Department’s
belief that waters in addition to the two authorized in the NECO plan are necessary to
off-set the impacts of designating Drop 31 and are the responsibility of BLM as the
project sponsor. It would not be possible to locate the waters outside of wildemess,
due to the narrow distance between the Drop 31 area, the wildemess boundary and the
intrusion by humans into the area. Therefore, additional waters should be included
wherever needed. Designation of Drop 31 as an off-highway vehicle open area should
be contingent upon additional waters being authorized by this plan and should be in-
place prior to approving use of the area. Furthermore, the recommends
additional ranger patrol be provided to reduce human intrusion into sheep habitat.

Page 2-27, Section 2.1.3.20, Recovery Strategy for the Peninsular Ranges Bighomn
Sheep, #5

Plaasl; mention that an EA was prepared by the BLM for Bighom sheep research. The
analysis should not focus solely on helicopter use and direct handling. An analysis
should be provided comparing different research methods to methods using helicopters
or direct handling. All research proposals, not just helicopter and direct handling
methods should be evaluated by the same criteria ( i.e. on the basis of less intrusive
techniques, the value of the data obtained and the costs).

Page 2-29, Section 2.1.4, Plan Maintenance

A discussion should be included to describe how the trails plan will be implemented
should the CVMSHCP not be completed. Many of the trails cross through jurisdictions
other than BLM, and this must be addressed.
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Page 5
Mr James Kenna
5 September 2002

Page 3-6, Section 3.1.2.3, Potential Coachella Valley ACEC, Relevance
As previously mentioned. Table 2-4 is missing from the document and., therefore, it is
difficult to determine if all the habitat values have been adequalely described

Page 3-17, Section 3.1.7, Wild Horse and Burro Herd Management Areas

The last sentence on the page states - “If these animals are removed only four branded
animals would be removed and the remaining animals would fall under the act.” This
contradicts the statement on page 2-16 which says. "only one of these horses qualifies
as a wild horse under the wild horse and burro act” The Department supports removal
of illegal horses and their offspring.

Page 3-21, Section 3.2.1 Coachella Valley Roadways, Rail Service

This section should include the old Kaiser Mine/ Eagle Mountain railroad that is now
active and proposed to transport trash from highway 111 to the Eagle Mountain landfill.
The route runs between the eastern boundary of the Orocopia wilderness and the
Chocolate Mountains Gunnery Range. The potential environmental consequences
need to include the spread of tamarisk through seeds that are picked up where
tamarisk is planted along railroad tracks as a wind break.

Page 3-28, Section 3.4, Recreation

This section should include a commitment by BLM that any new trails or trail alignments
will not be implemented without permission from affected landowners and without
proper environmental documentation.

Page 3-29, Section 3.4, Recreation, Hunting

Please mention that hunting is not permitted within the state game refuge that
encompasses a large part of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains and that
hunting is also not permitted on the Coachella Valley /Thousand Palms Preserve.

Page 3-30, Section 3.4, Recreation, Off-Highway Vehicle Use
Please include the current Muitiple Use Class designations for the areas described in
this section

(3) Please provide the location and a description for the Iron Door area

(4) Please include that Drop 31 is in close proximity to the Dos Palmas ACEC, and that
ORV use and camping occur as far south as Drop 28.

Page 3-33, Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access, Motorized-Vehicle Route
Designations

Please include the names of the public agencies applying for right-of-way permits on
the Dunn Road. Please include a description of the current maintenance activities on
the Dunn Road
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Mr. James Kenna
5 September 2002

Page 3-38, Section 3.7, Water Resources/Quality, Surface Water

Please include a sentence stating that surface water is present seasonally at some
springs. At Dos Palmas, surface water is also present in the palm oasis and artificial
ponds

Page 3-39, Section 3.8.1, Native Biological Resources

Last paragraph - The portion of the second sentence that states “all state listed
threatened and endangered species...” needs to be rewritten to state that “all state
listed threatened and endangered species within the CDCA planning area...” because
all state listed species do not occur in this area.

Page 3-41, Section 3.8.2, Exotic (Non-native) Weeds and Pests

The list in the last paragraph should include major pest species found in the area, such
as fountain grass, tamarisk, aquatic turtles, centrarchid fish (in certain ponds) and
apple snails.

Page 4-9, Section 4.1.1.2, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Peninsular Ranges Bighom
Sheep Recovery Strategy

Please provide greater detail as to how Alternatives A B, and C would help to conserve
outstanding remarkable wildlife values in Palm Canyon related to the conservation of
the Peninsular Range of bighorn sheep. No explanation is provided either here or in
Chapter 2.

Page 4-17, Section 4.1.1.6, Wild Horse and Burro Management Areas

Please include that there is potential competition for resources between Peninsular
Ranges bighom sheep and wild horses. Although transferring the land to the Aqua
Caliente Tribe will minimize land use conflicts on BLM-managed lands relating to wild
horses, it does nothing to eliminate the actual conflict between horses and sheep.

Page 4-26, Section 4.1.3, Soils, Geology, Mineral and Energy Resources,
Motorized Vehicle Route Designation, 2™ paragraph
The sentence that starts with *“New unpaved roads...” needs editing for clarification.

Page 4-36, Section 4.1.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access

Alternative A — Please clarify here that currently the Dunn Road is closed to
commercial Jeep tours as stated on page 3-33, and that this plan amendment will
provide future direction on its use.

Page 4-36, Section 4.1.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access, Last paragraph
The third sentence which states *No new areas would be unavailable for general public
access,...” needs clarification. The use of double negatives is confusing.
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Page 7
Mr. James Kenna
5 September 2002

Page 4-48, Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources, Fire Management Categories
Please include that a program to remove non-native grasses may be accomplished
without prescribed bumns and that non-native grasses are considered a threat to desert
communities. as they provide flash fuel for fires in communities that are not fire-
adapted

Page 4-50, Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources, Wild Horse and Burro Program
Please include a discussion of how impacts to vegetation and competition with bighorn
sheep could increase during drought as forage and water become scarce. Please
clarify how transferring the land 1o the Aqua Caliente Tribe would result in the eventual
removal of the branded horses. The Tribe is not bound by this Plan and may decide to
maintain the horses

Page 4-51, Section 4.1.8, Biological R
Please see comment under Page 2-23.

ces, Motorized Vehicle Designation

Page 4-52, Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources, Motorized Vehicle Designation,
first paragraph

Alternative A, which would allow commercial use of the Dunn Road, increases impacts
to Biological Resources. This contradicts the statement “existing impacts to biological
resources would continue.” Although commercial use of the Dunn Road has occurred
in the past, due to lawsuit requirements and denial of access by a private landowner it
is currently not permitted. Thus, the analysis should reflect non-commercial use as the
existing condition.

Page 4-53, Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources, Special Recreation Management
Area
Please see comment under Page 2-23,

Page 4-57, Biological Resources, Peninsular Ranges Bighomn Sheep Recovery
Strategy, Alternative A, #3, 3" paragraph on page
Line 9 should read: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Game.

o F Ranges Bighom Sheep Recovery

Page 4-57, Biologi
Strategy, Alternative A, #4

Please provide more explanation about how information can be misinterpreted and by
whom.

12,
Resc

Page 4-59, Biological Resources, Peninsular Ranges Bighom Sheep Recovery
Strategy, Alternative C, #4

Please indicate how mountain lions known to have killed sheep will be identified. In
California. stomach analyses are required of all mountain lions taken under
depredation permits lo determine if they are the culprit.
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Page 4-60, Biological Resources, Hiking, Biking and Equestrian trails

Please include that permanent closure and relocation of trails illegally built or built
without considering bighorn sheep, in addition to a perimeter trail system designed to
have minimum impacts to sheep, would benefit sheep recovery. Recovery requires
adequate room for increased populations to expand.

Page 4-87, Section 4.1.15, Socio-Economic Considerations, Hiking, Biking and
Equestrian Trails

Please provide an analysis that shows the number of miles of trails proposed to be
closed vs the number of miles of open trails in order to illustrate that there would be
less than significant impacts to trail users.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. Questions

regarding this letter should be directed to Ms. Kimberly Nicol, Staff Environmental
Scientist, at (760) 775-6108.

Sincerely,

Glenn Black

Senior Environmental Scientist
Eastem Sierra — Inland Deserts Region

cc: Mr. Pete Sorensen, USFWS, Carisbad
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bce: Alan Pickard
Kim Nicol
Eddy Konno
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Dear Ms. Huddleston-Lorton: 5w =

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates the
notification that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is proposing to designate Drop
31 as a possible Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) open area. Due to the area’s close proximity
to the Orocopia Mountains, a known desert bighorn sheep range within the Sonoran

metapopulation, the Department believes this action is inappropriate based upon the
following information:

With an estimated population of 60 animals, the Orocopia Mountains bighom sheep
population is the largest existing deme within the Sonoran metapopulation. Over the last
five years, it has declined from 80 to 60 animals. This deme is recognized as the only
one within this metapopulation with sufficient numbers, over 50, for translocation to other
demes should the need arise to supplement sheep populations in other ranges.
Currently, all other existing demes within this metapopulation have less than 50 animals.
Therefore, it is critical that the Orocopia Mountains deme be maintained at the viable level
of over 50 animals. Additional environmental impacts imposed through the action of
increased OHV activities will likely have a detrimental effect on this population. The
Department cannot support activities within or adjacent to the Orocopia mountain range
that may contribute directly or indirectly to a decline of this population. However,
mitigation measures may be possible that would allow for the establishment of this OHV

area, while at the same time supporting and increasing the population. These will be
discussed at the end of the letter.
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The above statements are supported by field observations on movement of sheep in
the area. During the critical summer months, the Coachella Canal is utilized by Orocopia
sheep as an alternative watering source and is essential to their survival. This
dependency on the Coachella Canal has emerged due to the lack of access to
dependable altermate watering sites, fragmentation from historic watering sites, and the
loss of springs and tinajas. The installation of new dependabl (guzzlers) would

t o
substantially reduce this reliance on the Coachella Canal. Trailing from the mountains to ag

the canal is evident, and bighom sheep are frequently observed watering at the canal

Ms. Rachelle Huddleston-Lorton
June 17, 2002
Page Two

from Drop 24 north to the Mecca Hills. Radio telemetry data collected by the Department
from 1994 through 1999 clearly shows that mountain sheep tend to utilize the south-west
facing slopes closer to the canal as ambient temperatures rise. This movement away from
winter habitat is seasonally predictable and appears to be related to the need for water.

During the initial investigation of the Orocopia Mountains by the Department
(Weaver and Mensch 1971), three critical factors were identified that were causing
impacts to sheep: (1) encroachment of human activity; (2) lack of access to safe and
predictable water sources, and (3) unnatural and unhealthy reliance on the Coachella
Canal for water. All three factors are still applicable and have not been alleviated, but
enhanced due to increased human activities and the reluctance by BLM to allow the
Department to install any further additional safe, accessible, and reliable water sources
that are essential to alleviating this dependency on the Coachella Canal. Based on the
above recommendations though, the Department, with the support of the BLM Paim
Springs office did construct the *Fay Dee" guzzler near Drop 28, which is heavily utilized
by sheep, evident from sheep sightings, beds, droppings, and trailing.

In 1986, the Department and BLM developed a habitat management plan for this
area, the Orocopia Mountains Habitat Manag t Plan (1986) under the Sikes Act, that
further identified and described the need for additional water within this range and
proposed the construction of five new guzzlers. In the Orocopia Mountain Bighom Sheep
Management Plan (1995), the Department reaffirmed the critical need for access to safe
and reliable drinking water away from the canal. The latter plan also stressed the need to
increase the availability of summer habitat through the development of several guzzlers.
One of the ultimate goals of the plan was to allow the sheep to use more of the range on
a year-around basis by decreasing their dependence on the Coachella Canal.

In 1998 and 1999, the Department, along with BLM Palm Springs offics, initiated the
Environmental Assessment (EA) process and developed an EA to construct three
additional guzzlers in the Orocopia Mountains. The purpose of the guzzlers would be to:
(1) provide alternative water sources to the Coachella Canal, (2) mitigate for the loss of
access to water sources in the Cottonwood, Little San Bemardino, and Eagle Mountains,
(3) reduce the need to cross the railroad line in search of water during drought periods in
the Chocolate and Chuckwalla Mountains, (4) provide new habitat for summer use, (5)
ensure that this deme remains viable in the long term, (6) provide for recreational uses
including viewing, education, and hunting, and (7) maintain a sheep deme from which
potential translocations may occur to mountain ranges where they have been extirpated,
such as the Palo Verdes, Little Mules, and Mules. The EA was never finished, and the
Department was told that the body of the EA would be incorporated into the Northem and
Eastern Colorado Desart Coordi d Manag t Plan (NECQ). The NECO Plan does
address this and allows for the construction of four new Guzzlers in the Orocopias.
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In Mountain Sheep Ecosystem Management Strategy in the 11 Western States and
Alaska developed by BLM (1985), under "Habital Limiting Factors™ on page 12, the text
states that "the distribution on water sources” is one of the two most identified factors
contributing to an unsatisfactory rating for bighomn sheep habitat conditions. Again on
page 12,under "Population Limiting Factors®, the text states that “harassment caused by
human recreational activities such as off-road vehicle traffic” is one of the three most
limiting factors having detrimental effects on mountain sheep populations.

The California Desert Conservation Area Plan of 1980, under the "Wildlife Element”
page 30, states under the goals that the Plan will *(c)onsider the habitat of all fish and
wildlife in implementing the Plan, primarily through adherence to and development of
objectives dealing with habitats and ecosyst * The planned OHV proposal appears to
violate this principle. i

In the current draft of the NECO Chapter 2, page 30, under the "Goals of Desert
Bighom Sheep Conservation Strategy ° it is cleary stated under sections a., b., and c. that
maintaining and improving habitat and genetic variability within both this deme and the
metapopulation is of utmost importance to ensure the long-term viability of the Sonoran

* Mojave Desert Bighorn Sheep metapopulation.

For 31 years the goal to develop additional water sources and improve habitat to
alleviate the dependency of sheep on water at the Coachella Canal has never been
accomplished. In the absence of developing additional water sources and improving the
habitat, the Department feels that maintaining undisturbed access for sheep to the
Coachella Canal during the critical summer months is crucial. Further disruption by
increasing or encouraging OHV access in this area without actions to mitigate the impacts
will likely contribute to additional physiological stress that could potentially be detrimental
to this population.

Additionally, over the last few years, a significant increase in traffic along the
Coachella Canal by the public, Border Patrol, undocumented aliens, and OHV users has
been evident. Therefore, any additional increases in OHV traffic along the canal and
increased noise levels may severely limit or prevent access to the canal by sheep. These
existing impacts combined with the high probability of illegal access into the wilderness
will further increase stress-induced impacts to this population.

In 2001, the Department (Ms. Nancy Andrew) verbally notified Mr. John Kalish at the
BLM Palm Spring Office that increased illegal OHV traffic at No Name and Canyon Spring
was limiting the use of these two water sources by sheep. She received the response
that BLM did not have adequate resources to enforce existing closures within the
Orocopia Mountains. Therefore, it appears that this OHV area will also be inadequately
patrolled unless additional resources are provided. Harassment of sheep, intrusion into
wildemess, and other factors which will limit sheep access to the canal will continue to go
unchecked.
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Based upon the various planning documents currently in place, the consensus has
been and remains that the dependency by Orocopia sheep upon the habitat and the
accessibility to water along the Coachella Canal is critical and essential to the survival of
this deme. Unless the goals of development of additional waters to redistribute the sheep
away from the canal prior to the establishment of the OHV area, and assurances that
sufficient enforcement staff are located in the area, the Department will have serious
concems about the proposal to make Drop 31 a recognized OHV area. Although the
Department does recognizes OHV activity as a viable form of recreation, the current body
of published knowledge clearly demonstrates that OHV activity and desert bighomn sheep
are not compatible from an ecosystem management standpoint. Therefore, the
Department and BLM need to develop additional water sources, and BLM must increase
enforcement presence prior to the establishment of the OHV area, or alternatively, we
encourage the BLM to look at the other alternative sites that are currently being
considered.

Although this letter primarily addresses impacts to sheep, a full consideration of
other species that will be impacted needs to be addressed and fully disclosed. Any

.- actions by the BLM that will limit access by sheep as well as other species to the

Coachella Canal, their primary source of water, is of concem to the Department.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond on this issue. If you have any questions
please feel free to contact Mr. Gerald P. Mulcahy, Associate Wildlife Biologist, at (760)
922-4686 or by e-mail at gmulcahy@dfg.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Tery Foreman “~
Senior Biologist Supervisor
cc:  Mr. Curt Taucher

Department of Fish and Game
Long Beach, CA

Mr. Alan Pickard
Department of Fish and Game
Bishop, CA

Dr. Vern Bleich
Department of Fish and Game
Bishop, CA

cc: continued on next page
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Mr. Gerald Mulcahy
Department of Fish and Game
Blythe, CA

Mr. James Davis
Department of Fish and Game
Sugarloaf, CA

Ms. Kim Nicol
Department of Fish and Game
Palm Springs, CA
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James Kenna

Field Manager and

Elena Misquez,

Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Elena.

Below is a comment letter you may choose to include or not in the final record. 1 am not
intimately familiar with the areas described but | am geuting up to speed quickly. (I would
welcome some cooperation with the BLM and other interests towards that end.) | have been
involved with the CVMSHC-Plan and intend to continue researching some of the implications it
has as well as to study it as it is implemented.

In regards to the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto M, ins Trails M, Plan | would
especially like to be included in the “Public Outreach and Environmental Education™ portion of
the 2 plan impl (2-20 of Draft). 1am currently looking for opportunities to
1:”ver:\ge my efforts through cooperating with other organi The synergies can benefit us
all.

In regards to the plan, its salient features seem to make it a sound and fair plan. Unfortunately
everyone cannot have exactly what they want, there are trade-offs. It calls for periodic review by
arep ive i It appears adaptive with the hard policy edges maintained by ESA
and private economic considerations. The public is included in planning that occurs around these
anSidcraliulls. The public competes in a democratic process and mitigates the effects of both
sides with a resulting compromise. A cc is jusi a device that lets life continue as the

argument goes on over time however.

I might be of help in this area. Another function of my job is to get and keep people involved in
the ongoing processes taking place in management of California Deserts. This is done through
creating awareness and educating individuals about the physical as well as political realities of the
various issues. This is based on the premise that an ongoing inclusive di ion (informed
decision making) is necessary and beneficial.

The plan calls for various restrictions from almost none to almost total exclusion of the public.
The restrictions are based on current biological needs, cultural fe and human d ds and
needs as assessed by a variety of experts. It looks like a good start but that means it has
displeased all parties to some degree!

Feel free to contact me.
Karl

Karl McArthur

UC Cooperative Extension ANR
Desert Natural Resource Advisor
777 E. Rialto Ave.

San Bemardino CA 924150730

September 5, 2002
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Commenis in regards to the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto M in Trails Manag Plan.
and Draft Envi IS leased June 7, 2002:

As [ write this | realize all too well how difficult it is to balance competing demands in the
California Desert. As populations and i inue to rise to a fixed or shrinking
supply of outdoor recreation opportunities, recreation demands on California desert areas under
BLM management can only be expected (o increase. There will be painful trade-offs. There will
be intergenerational trade-offs as well as trades between current uses. | would like to add my
written comment into the record in favor of as much public access to the outdoors as possible
based on human values of the experiences afforded. | would also like to commend the many
public servants who work to make the decision process inclusive and democratic.

From all of the public meetings | have attended it is clear to me that many people value California
deserts. However, the value of just knowing the deserts exist, “existence value,” is a small part of
the larger value found in California’s public desert areas. Most desert lovers value the opportunity
to use and experience the deserts in some manner. Outdoor experiences are known to provide

luable pause and perspective. Wild places and the experiences they afford shape our
humanity.

The resources involved have human value only in a human context. That context is in turn
shaped by human use. Valuing the abstract idea of a desert experience is not the same as the
value found in experiencing the real thing. The thought of a desert existing may not provide
impetus to keep it alive in its natural condition. People need access to the wild places found in
California’s desert areas. If they do not have access they may not politically support its existence.
They will forget its potential human value.

Certainly there are places and times when people need to be excluded. Many natural and
historical resources are too fragile to risk to open access. Undoubtedly there is such a thing as
overusing a resource as well. Increased human activity in less fragile portions of California
deserts obviously increases the management burden. However, people who use and care about
the desert are its best defense both in the wilds and in the political arena.

The current plan incorporates areas that can be managed for heavier use thus taking the burden
off of more fragile environments. Possibly some metering scheme could be employed in other
cases. There must be some way of providing for reasonable public access to public lands in a
sustainable manner. There must also be continued access to the management process so that
various stakeholder values can be reviewed and considered over time. The plan reflects a striving

towards these social ends. Overall the plan appears to be bal d and adapti

Currently, the public desert is wholly claimed and “owned” by various segments of the larger
public. Unfortunately many of the interests of the various “publics” involved are competitive to
the point of being mutually exclusive. In many cases there are fundamental underlying value
differences. Yet even those uses that are not competitive at a fundamental level become
competitive with increased demands.
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The situation has matured to the point that gain to any one group can only come from a loss in
some other competing camp. The choice is not simply a decision of who will get what. The
decision now involves comparing the values of what one group of individuals gains to what
others lose.

Answers come seemingly slow in our time and only appear definitive in retrospect. They can
come only with management innovations supported by research and education. New information
must be incorporated into plans through an ongoing democratic process. Ironically, the most
salient aspects of providing more desen per-person are outside of the manager’s domain. The
process may become even more painful as constraints of supply become more limiting under
demands of a growing population. However, as long as the process is open, information from
research and from the exchange between various stakeholders will continue to inform
management decisions.

PCc 214

Humanity will be forever changed when wild outdoor places either cease to exist under asphalt,
concrete and other manifestations of modem civilization, or are forever closed to public use. As
humans we cope with paradox; of the individual within society, of death as part of life, and the
concept of humanity within nature. The current process of route designation in the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto mountains, along with other aspects of current BLM planning, is a part of the
larger continuing struggle with these human paradoxes.

It is important to keep as much of the desert open to as many people as possible without
degrading its value. At various public meetings [ have witnessed the fact that each decision is
very personal to someone. [ would like to acknowledge and complement the BLM efforts at
balancing public values through an inclusive democratic process in the face of adversarial
lawsuits that have rearranged organizational priorities on the public agenda (and have probably
not been fully funded and / or have drained critical organizational funds). Ialso would like to
thank you for allowing me to be a part of this process.

Sincerely,

Karl McArthur
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE
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Mr. James Kenna e, B ’__,,"g ;
Bureau of Land Management Teteplmmr! 1% 3415488 22
Palm Springs - South Coast Field Office 2“:’; @
P.O Box 581260 == @
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260 o= o
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Re: Draft San Jacinto M Trails Manag Plan & &

Dear Mr. Kenna,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan. The “Proposed Preferred Alternative B” discusses new trail
development on lands owned by the University of California, and managed as the Philip
L. Boyd Deep Canyon Desert Research Center, a unit of the University of California
Matural Reserve System. (See Section 2.2.2, Item V. New Trail Development, Page 18,
and Section 4.2.2 2, ltem V., New Trails Development, Page 48, “Criteria Matrix for
Alignments of La Quinta Cove to Palm Desert Trail”, Page 49, and “Alignment B -
Between Eisenhower and Indio M ins” and “Alig C - West of La Quinta

Cove”, Page 50).

The University did not participate in the development of the Trails Management Plan,
i Ali

and was not Ited on prop
Al C would be | d across University land. Deep Canyon Desert Research

be:'l,ler allows research and hing uses ina p envir but does not
provide public access. Our policy explicitly prohibits recreational use.

1 had discussed Alignment B with the City of Palm Desert some time ago. It is, however,
to acc date (ihe) proposed

a few hundred feet of

misleading to state that “UCR has indicated a willi
trail.” The “accommodation™ that we discussed involved crossin
land south of the Ironwood Golf Course to move the trail away from a green. We also

discussed security measures for our research area, and alignment of the trail on the east

and west side of Deep Canyon wash. All of that alignment would be on Ironwood
roperty (except for the short deviation to the south of the green) until it connected to

B and C. We were surprised to learn that

SANTABARBARA +  SANTACAUL

vy,

a3A1303y

1HH33VHVH 0KY] Jg

LM land (Sec. 4 E1/2). My discussion with the City was conceprual and I indicated that

at the appropriate time | would request that the University administration consider the
trail crossing. 1 did not make commitments to accommodate the trail: that is not my
decision to make. There are significant legal issues involved that would need to be
discussed with the Riverside campus, Systemwide Natural Reserve System, and

University Counsel

Finally, Alig C is not acc
times a year™ are trespassers, nnthey are escorted off of the propenty when they are

encountered, We prosecute repeat offenders

We recommend further exploration of Alternative A, which does not cross University
lands, for the new Perimeter Trail connecting Palm Desert and La Quinta

ble. The “various people™ who “hike the trail several

Please contact me at the letter head address, or by email (deepcanyon@mindspring.com)

if you need additional information or clarification.

Sincerely,

Alla% Muth, Ph.D,

Director
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RECEIVED

PO, Box 1504
78-495 CatLe Tamrico
La Quinta, CaviFornia 92253

September 5, 2002

02 SEP -5 PH 3 07

PALM SFRINGS-3UTH COA
RESOURCE AREA

Mr. James G. Kenna, Field Manager
United States Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs - South Coast Field Office
6930 W. Garnet Avenue

P.0. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
THE DRAFT CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION AREA PLAN AMENDMENT
(CDCA) FOR THE COACHELLA VALLEY AND DRAFT SANTA ROSA AND
SAN JACINTO MOUNTAINS TRAILS MANAGEMENT PLAN

SUBJECT:

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The City of La Quinta is pleased to submit comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for these Draft California Conservation Area Plan Amendment
(CDCA) for the Coachella Valley and Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan, The City has concerns regarding the Trails Management
Plan and its limitation on outdoor recreational opportunities to La Quinta’s residents
and visitors.

The City appreciates the notion of not implementing action on the Preferred
Alternative "B" with a Record of Decision until the Draft Coachella Valley Muiti-
Specms Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) is completed; however this Trails

gement Plan recommendation is premature. The CVMSHCP is scheduled for
public release and review in January, 2003. The Draft CVMSHCP will be
recommending a Trail's Plan. The CDCA Trails Plan/EIS will have a deleterious
influence on any genuine discussion and evaluation of alternatives for the CVMSHCP
Trail Alternatives by local communities and trail users.

The proposed Trails Management Plan Alternatives are substantially different than the
alternatives developed by the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG)
Trails Working Group and forwarded to the CVAG Project Area Group to be
considered in the public review of the CYVMSHCP. These proposed CDCA alternatives
have not been reviewed by the vary committee the Draft Plan declares as a part of
its’ collaborative planning process.

(760) 777-7000
ﬁ‘“‘ (760) 777-7101
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While Preferred Alternative "B" gives i ion to allowing some existing trials to
be open on a limited basis; Alternative "B” essentially cuts off all diract access to
regional and state trails for La Quinta residents and visitors. The impact on the
recreational opportunities for La Quinta residents and visitors has not been adequately
addressed. The City of La Quinta desires to have direct access to the regional and
state trail network.

On Trails Page 2-8 of the EIS, there is an extensive description of the data used,
particularly Bighorn Sheep data, to develop the Trial Alternatives and Preferred
Alternative "B". The Trails Working Group requested from responsible agencies this
type of data as a basis for its’ trail planning efforts with no results. The lack of this
spacial and geographic data was the frustration exclaimed at every Trails Working
Group meeting from August 19, 1999 to November 8, 2001 from the City of La
Quinta and others. The data described in the Draft EIS is not displayed or referenced
anywhera in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS fails to explain or disclose this critical data
and its’ relationship to the central issues of trial use and Bighorn Sheep impact.
Without disclosure of this data, the basis for Trail Management decision making and
the Preferred Alternative "B" are without merit.and cannot be adequately reviewed.

Finally, the proposed “New Trail" aligned over Eisenhower Mountain to connect a trail
head in Palm Desert with the La Quinta Oasis trail head is inad inacc ibl
and too difficult for most La Quinta residents and visitors to hike. A reasonably
traversable trail, such as has been proposed by the City of Palm Desert and discussed
numerous times with BLM staff, is an acceptable trail alignment which is only a
moderately difficult hike.

Should you have any

18, please Fred Baker at 760-777-7065.
Very truly yours,

JERRY HERMAN
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

< el Pudeo—

Fred Baker, AICP
Principal Planner

C. La Quinta City Council

Thomas P. Genovese, City Manager
M. Katherine Jenson, City Attorney
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CITY OF PALM DESERT

73-310 Frep Warino Duve

TEL: 760 346-0611

cirvhalt@ci palm-devert.ca.un
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July 25, 2002

U. 5. Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs - South Coast Field Office
690 West Garnet Avenue

P O Box 581260

North Palm Springs. California 92258-1260

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Re:
San Jacinto M ins Trails M Plan

First, let me extend compliments to all those who have worked both for a lengthy period of time
and in an effective manner in mhm; the draft E LS. After reading it several times, I believe

that it is an 1l of p g and i ing input from a variety of
public use and interest groups. The followi are i jed not as cribicism but as an
attempt to further improve the planning dTort The refer to proposed Preferred
Alternative B, which begins on page 10 of the Excerpts document.

Listed below are garding ions of the Trails Manag Plan.

. Regarding hard closures from January 15 through June 30, it should be noted that the
data being used to force trail closures are incomplete, inconclusive, and in a majority
of cases. the data have been accumulated by individuals or groups who may be thought
of as self-serving in terms of their collection and/or reading of said data. | believe that
there should be no hard closures without good, solid, independent data gathered by
individuals or organizations without a vested interest in the outcome. That specifically
relates to trails such as the Hahn Buena Vista Trail and the Dunn Road.

. Under Guidelines for Development of Perimeter Trails, the proposed Preferred
Alternative suggests that hard closures will happen after nine years even if no perimeter
trails have been built. | don't believe this would or should be acceptable to recreational
users, as it allows agencies to simply stall on approval of alternative trails and in doing
s0, achieve a result that they might wish to have.

. The Preferred Alternanve proposes the i ion of the Sheep Amb: dor Program.
Having watched, as an example at the Art Smith Trail, the Sheep Ambassador sitina
vehicle for days on end with next to no one approaching for trail inf and
having talked with specific Sheep Ambassadors about their ful " and k ing

o —
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U.S. Bureau of Land Management/Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
Response to Draft E.LS,

Page 2

July 25, 2002

thnl this program was instituted not as the result of a BLM planning effort but as a court

this Sheep Amb dor issue needs to be cut out of the Preferred
Alternative e:u:cpl as it might be done by volunteers. In an agency which is stretched
incredibly thin, mandating this kind of program is financial foolishness and better and
cheaper alternatives can and should be developed. The role and issues to be covered by
any future Ambassador Program need to be expanded so that it is appropriate to the
educational, cultural, and preservation and biological missions of the entire monument
and its master plan,

- Regarding the annual review of the Trails Management Plan, the Trails Management
Plan Review should also include input from the Mational Monument Advisory
Committee.

. The plan needs to address the appropriate use of mountain bikes and specify on which

trails they may and may not be allowed as a means of conveyance.

. The Preferred Al a prohibition on camping in all Bighom Sheep
habitat from January 15 to Sep(cmber 30. The data presented for this are, again, weak
and inconclusive, and there seems to be no rational reason to not allow camping along
those trails and in those areas that are open, either on a daily basis or open in parts of
the “closure period.” The number of people camping in the Santa Rosa/San Jacinto
Mountains is relatively small. Perhaps the use of a check-in permit might be
appropriale to gather data in terms of camping intensity and use rather than begin with

a blanket prohibition. Blanket prohibition is the most method of controlling
camping and does not have justification at this time.

Section 4 - Dogs

. No comments

Section § - New Trail Devel

. The proposed alternative notes no trails rising more than 200 feet below the toe of

slope; 200 feet is an arbitrary number and may not fit with good trail planning. A better
alternative would be to say, “not generally rise more than 200 feet above toe of slope.”

CITY OF PRUM DESERT
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U.S. Bureau of Land Management/Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
Response to Draft ELS.

Page 3

July 25, 2002

. Penimeter trail areas need to be very specifically defined and noted on maps and agreed
1o by various local land use agencies so that future development or other activities do
not preclude their eventual building.

C Funding for land easements, trail construction, and trail head construction needs to be
folded into the Muluple Species Habitat (‘onur\auon Plan as part of the mitigation

y for trails ¢l for gical reasons.

. New perimeter trails will be usable all year round, yet the construction of the new
perimeter trails can only occur from July 1 to January 14; this does not evidence
consistency. If the trail can be used all year round, its ion should be allowed
all year round.

. The Preferred Alternative notes that the new trail linking La Quinta Cove and
Palm Desert, once completed, would then close the Art Smith Trail seasonally. Rather
than “would be closed,” better wording would be “could be closed.”

. Regarding the third alignment for the La Quinta/Palm Desert Connector Trail, it notes
that it would be closed from January 15 through September 30. Again, no data are
presented to justify such an extreme alternative, and at its very minimum, such a new
trail should be under the same guidelines as the two-day k use allowed within the
Art Smith and the Boo Hoff Trails.

. Regarding the timing of the La Quinta/Palm Desert Trail, the route needs to be chosen
and granted at least preliminary approval before the Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan can be concluded, and specific attention needs to be given to some
of the assertions listed in terms of sheep use and conflicts for at least one, if not two, of
the proposed alignments.

. No comments.

Section 7 - Traul D and R |

. No comments
Section 8- M Hill Faciliti
. Mo comments.

Section 9 - N il N Organized Group A

CITY OF PRUM BESERI
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U.S. Bureau of Land Management/Palm Springs-South Coast Ficld Office
Response to Draft E.LS.

Page 4

July 25, 2002

. Prohibiting non-commercial. organized groups in seasonal trail areas would appear to
have a direct and negative impact on Desert Riders trail activities. An example could
be the annual ride on the Art Smith Trail. An altenative would be to have such
organized activities allowed by permit only.

Section 10 - Ny 1zed Cy ial R. ion Activilies

* No comments.
Section 11 - Motorized Cy ial B Activities

* The prohibition of ized ial ion on large p of the Dunn Road
is s:mply not supported by good data and appears to be the private passion of a narrow
interest group. While granting that parts of the Dunn Road need private landowner
pcnmssmn. there is no reason why the BLM should not, on a permit basis, allow

1on without ption from October | through January 14, and
perhaps, from January 14 on for a period on a one- or two-day-per-week basis. The
original data from U.S. Fish and Wildlife regarding the disturbance to habitat is, for the
most part in my reading of it, sheer bunk and should be treated as such. A few
“experts” saying there's a problem does not make it so, and while there may ultimately
be significant issues, those need to have data given to the agencies by people who do
not have an ax to grind regarding these issues. Moving ahead without such data would
certainly be poor planning by the BLM.

Section 12« - o E

. The Proposed Alternative gives a year round prohibition in ial Bighorn Sheep
habitat, and there does not appear to be any mlomle given for an absolute | prohibition.
A permit system, with appropriate data gathering and checks and balances, can be
instituted that would at least allow the opportunity for someone, for example for a
hiking or running event, to propose such an event with all the attendant safeguards and
data. Blanket prohibition not supportable.

Section 13 - Public O h and Envi 1 Edi

. No comments.

CITY DF PRLA DESERT
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U.S. Bureau of Land Management/Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
Response to Draft E.LS.

Page §

July 25, 2002

| would hope that the above comments can help to strengthen what is already, [ believe, a very
good Trails Plan for the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Area, and | would hope that it
is one in which we may find common ground so that we may move forward in finally adopting
something and giving assurance to the public as well as to wildlife interests that we have found
a balance that works for the future of the Coachella Valley.

Sincerely. . —_—

. _":.—/-'_h_....-’__ k538 e

BUFORD A. CRITES
COUNCILMEMBER

CITY OF PRLM DESERT
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September 5, 2002

Mr. lim Kenna

Field Manager

Palm Springs - South Coast Field Office
Bureau of Land Management

P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, California 92256

Vi

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The following ¢ are i

the draft Desert

d to help gth

Conservation Area Plan for the Coachella Valley. Overall, this document appears
to be an excellent effort to update the BLM's planning process and to provide for
appropriate safeguards and use of our local public lands.

The following are comments for consideration in the draft plan:

[ T,

I suggest that an additional sentence be added to the paragraphs regarding

the preferred alternative for land exchanges and sale. That sentence would
“give priority to trades in which the traded lands will continue 1o have the

same habitat and conservation values that they presently exhibit.”

Regarding Communication Sites and Utilities. Wlnd park dcv:lopmml
under the p 1 al ive would be inued to be permil
consmenl with habitat conservation objectives using apprnpﬂate

" Some | should be added that notes that in
a:eas within the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
arcas that the burden of proof for new permits should be on the applicant
and that any lack of an absolute affirmative finding would not allow for
new permits to be designated.

PC 106
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September 5, 2002
Mr. Jim Kenna

Page 2

Regarding Motorized-Vehicle Area Designation. The preferred
alternatives suggest working with the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation Division and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation for a play area north of I-10 east of Dillon Road. The wording
appears 1o be very general and I suspect that unless something that gives it
some priority and some likelihood of attention is placed in the preferred
alternative this “work™ may never come to any fruition.

Regarding the Dunn Road with the Motorized Vehicle Area Dsigmtion.
As always the Dunn Road and its use will g significant T

I believe that the data 1 have looked at over the years has neverjustlﬁod
many of the ex|shng restrictions on the Dunn Road and the biological
opinion which is issued was done with a small group of “experts™ who had
predetermined much of their conclusion. I believe that the BLM should
begin by finding an outside peer review of all of the actions that have been
done by both the State and Federal agencies regarding Dunn Road use. As
I noted before, the data and the conclusions rarely have been a good match
and certainly some of “experts” Appex.r lo be primarily interested in their
own narrow agend andﬂ-mr ise needs to have
significant questioning. Asan , the data on fragmentation of
habitat by road use mostly refers to huvﬁy utilized paved roads and to an
area in Anza Borrego State Park which had significant heavy unrestricted
use during the time in which the data were collected. None of this existed
in the past on Dunn Road or at the present, or certainly in the future,
would suggest that the Dunn Road be open for limited commercial use on
an all year basis and from both top and bottom subject to private land
owner permission and again, that a new set of independent analyses be
done on some of the past d and that outside input be g d for
any future biological opinions so that they meet at least surface tests of
objectivity,

Regarding Recreation Stopping, Parking, Vehicle Camping. The draft
preferred alternative suggests that camping would be allowed within 100
feet from the center line of an approved route. The existing regulations
appear to allow 300 feet in many areas and this seems an appropriate
regulation. The only justification for change that [ can find in the text
suggests disturbance of soil. This may or may not be significantly

CITY DF PRLA DESENT
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September 5, 2002
Mr. Jim Kenna
Page 3

different on 100 feet vs. 300 feet, and certainly 300 feet in many areas
allows one to get far enough from a route of travel to have the experience
of desert solitude. Many washes, canyon and topographical changes allow
2 300 feet camping regulation to truly give a person a back country kind of
experience. Without much better justification than exists in the draft
alternative, 300 feet certainly seems a better idea for users of the
Califorma desert.

PC 165

. Regarding Bighom Sheep Recovery Stralcg)' I applaud the BLM's
proposal to have any permits and r proposals on public lands to be
subject to a minimum 30 day public review and comment period and
perhaps that time that should be 60 days given how long it takes for people
to find out that even such proposals exist. [ also applaud BLM's proposal
to work with Fish & Wildlife and Fish & Game to examine the research
efforts and the direct negative impacis those efforts often appear to have
on the species being studied. Certainly here again is a fine place to bring
in outsu:le people to look at lhcse issues who do not have a set of
p ined biases reg g Bighomn sheep.

Pc 203

I would add one additional cc garding “health of the land." The plan
amendment writes in very general terms in noting the negative consequences of
many introduced pest plants. Having had an experience some years ago in which
a local trails group had $25,000 for tamarisk and fountain grass removal and tried
to obtain an appropriate permit from the BLM and finally tumed the money to
other uses after four years of waiting for a permit. Somewhere in the plan
amendment comments regarding the importance of plant infestations and removal
of exotic and some type of streamlined permit process should be addressed.

Pc os®¢

In closing again my thanks for the excellent effort that has gone into preparing this
draft Envil | Impact § and [ think most of the amendments will
be well received by the public and will have positive consequences for the long
term health of our public lands.

COUNCILMEMBER
CLTY RF PRLM DESERT

it
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September 05, 2002

Bureau of Land Management
James Kenna, Field Manager
690 West Garmat (PO Box 1260)
Palm Springs, 92258

Re:  California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendments and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan

Dear Jim:

The City Council, at its September 04, 2002 meeting, adopted the d (Exhibit
A) regarding the proposed Caiifornia Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendments (CDCA) for
the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management
Plan (Trails Plan). Based upon its comments, the City Council supports several elements of the
CDCA and has concems about the portions of the plan dealing with Dunn Road, Bighom Sheep
recovery, and trail use,

As presented, the CDCA and Trails Plan have utilized the Recovery Plan as the basis for the
range of alternatives dealing with Dunn Road and trail use. As noted in the CDCA and Trails
Plan, the preferred al ive (B) ds trail closures for 75% of the Bighomn
Sheep Critical Habitat. After reviewing the subject documents and Recovery Plan, there is
insufficient information to support such a strong linkage between trail use and effects upon
Bighorn Sheep. At a minimum, more study is needed before such a restrictive trails plan is
considered. Hopefully, this will occur during the Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan process.

Lastly, while the City does not support several ponents of the subject d i, it does
recognize the efforts of the BLM staff to bring more information forward for public review and
comment. The BLM's efforts to bring trail users together to develop a range of ideas is a good
example of the hard work put into this project.

If you have any comments or concems, please give me a call,

Sincerely,

g R

Douglas R. Evans
Director of Planning & Zoning

cc; Mayor and City Council
David Ready, City Manager

Post Office Box 2743 * Palm Springs, California 92263-2743

sna[ﬁ%%;ﬂi‘oﬁf Palm Springs

EXHIBIT A

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALM SPRINGS,
CALIFORNIA, COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
ON THE CALIFORNIA DESERT CONSERVATION AREA
(CDCA) PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR THE COACHELLA
VALLEY AND DRAFT SANTA ROSA AND SAN JACINTO
MOUNTAINS TRAILS MANAGEMENT PLAN.

The City Council, at its September 04, 2002 meeting, adopted the following comments and
recommendations to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

MOTORIZED VEHICLE AREA DESIGNATIONS: The City Council supports BLM
Alternative B relative to motorized vehicle area designations within the City of Palm Springs.
Closure of Windy Point and the Whitewater Preserve is supported. Additionally, the City
supports BLM and State Department of Parks and R ion efforts to develop an off-road

vehicle area as an outlet for this form of in a sui and fash

DUNN ROAD: The City Council recommends that the BLM work with governmental
agencies and private land owners to ensure that Dunn Road is available for governmental
purposes such as law enforcement, fire protection, and code enforcement activities. The
CDCA A dment text should ider the devel of a master right-of-way grant to
all governmental agencies with legal authority as a means to expedite continued
governmental services in this area.

The City's General Plan calls for the improvement of Dunn Road to provide access lo
private properties which may be developed in the future. BLM should consider this in its
planning efforts.

Additionally, the BLM should further consider limited commercial jeep tours from the valley
floor as a means to provide access lo the National Monument. Tours could be limited to
certain days of the week.

BIGHORN SHEEP RECOVERY: The City Council supporis the BLM Alternative B
provisions for continued and, more importantly, public review of Bighomn research, including

pture and aug| ion prog Tha City has previously objected to the science used
in preparation of the Recovery Plan and does not feel that sufficient information is available
to support the Recovery Plan. Additionally, the City Council is concermned that

pture/rel and aug prog inthe Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
have not been fully eval i and publicly revi i. R of captured or pen-raised
Bighomn sheep in the San Jacinto Mountains may have an adverse impact upon the existing
herd.

Specifically, the City Council s cor d that capture and of Bighomn sheep from
the northern Santa Rosa Mountains or pen-raised sheep from the Bighom Institute could
have an adverse impact. These Bighom sheep have exhibited behaviors such as using
urban landscapes for forage and water and seem to have adjusted to more human contact
and ptance than the existing Bighom sheep in the San Jacinto Mountains area. The
existing San Jacinto ewe group avoids urban landscapes, avoids human contact, and
seems to stay at higher elevations. Adding Bighom sheep with different behavior pattems
may jeopardize the existing ewe group. These impacts have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft Envi ital Impact St CDCA Plan Amendments, and

Recovery Plan.
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Page 2 of 2
Exhibit A

September 04, 2002

City Council Comments and Recommendations on the California Desert Conservation Area
Plan Amendments for the Coachella Valley and Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains Trails Management Plan.

TRAIL USE: The City Council expresses concern regarding the proposed Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan in that there is insufficient information to
support the proposed restrictions and seasonal trail closures over such a wide area. As
proposed, trails providing access to 75% of Bighorn Sheep Critical Habitat are to be
seasonally closed from January 15 - June 30. The City Council recommends that, prior to
BLM approval of the Trails Plan, additional information relative to the need to seasonally
close trails be provided for agency and public review.

The City Council supports the year-round trail use listed in Alternative B provided the
Skyline Trail is added to the list. This trail provides the only access to the Palm Springs
Aerial Tramway Mountain Station, is not heavily used, and may not have a potential
negative effect on Bighorn sheep. At a minimum, this trail needs to be studied further and
open several days per week in a manner similar to the Art Smith Trail,

Additionally, the City Council supports the approval of construction of new perimeter trails
described in Alternative B. These trails would connect the North Lykken Trail to the Pacific
Crest Trail at Snow Creek. This perimeter trail connection would be consistent with the
City's General Plan and complete a perimeter trail program in the San Jacinto Mountains.

The City Council also supports the proposed perimeter trail alignment from Rimrock
Shopping Center to and around Cathedral Canyon Cove provided it is not used as a reason
to restrict access to existing trails in the future.

Based upon the need for additional information, the City Council reserves the right to
provide additional comments regarding the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan during the Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
review process.

In summary, the City Council commends the BLM in developing a range of trail alternatives.
However, the City Council expresses concerns about the trail closures that are proposed
and recommends that more specific environmental analysis be provided as part of the
Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan review process prior to BLM final
approval of the Trails Plan.

NOISE (WIND ENERGY): The City Council recommends that the BLM utilize the City of
Palm Springs’ wind energy noise standards for wind energy projects developed within the
City of Palm Springs. The subject documents need to be revised accordingly.

Pc o079
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7 IMPER

AL TRRIGATION DISTRICT

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE SECTION + PO. BOX 937 « IMPERIAL, CA 92251
TELEPHONE (780) 482-9832 « FAX (TE0) 482-9898

GS-ECS August 29, 2002

James G. Kenna

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs - South Coast Field Office
690 W. Garnet Ave., P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

YWY 32uN083%
18700 HINAS-SIMIELS W VS
0S5 K E-4d3520

Subject: Imperial Irrigation District Response to the Draft California Desert
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley,
Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan,
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The Environmental Compliance Section of the Imperial Irrigation District (District)
has received one (1) copy of the above COCA Plan and Draft EIS on July 17,
2002 for review. The District hereby provides these comments by the BLM's
response deadline of September 5, 2002,

The District is very concerned that the District's existing north-south electrical
transmission line was left out of the Electric Service discussion on Page 3-53.
The District has an existing 230-kY transmission line passes through Imperial
County and into Riverside County east of and roughly parallel to Highway-111.
The District's north-south transmission facilities are critical District infrastructure
lo provide power for people living in the District's service area which includes all
of the Imperial County and portions of Riverside County. We would like a
specific clause and similar utility corridor treatment for maintenance/upgrades to
our existing transmission lines in the proposed conservation areas.

Since the Draft COCA Plan Amendment is not a combined Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR), will the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) release a separate California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) document? Without CEQA compliance, it is our understanding that
the COFG may not be in concurrence on compensation mitigation for species

a3A1303Y
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Mr. James G. Kenna

Draft COCA Plan AmendmentVDEIS
Page 2ol 2

included in the Draft COCA Plan Amendment or with the Draft COCA Plan
Amendment itself.

Was an adaptive management strategy developed to provide flexibility to the
Draft CDCA Plan Amendment? Was information used to develop the design of
management goals published in a peer-reviewed format?

The Flat-tail Horned Lizard, Phrynosoma macallii, was listed in Table 3-6: Special
status species in the Coachella Valley, as having a status of "SP". There is no
description in the following key as to what "SP" stands for. Please clarify.

These comments are intended to assist you in the continued protection of District
interests as well as the protection and enhancement of wildlife and habitat areas
in the Draft COCA Plan Amendment planning area. We look forward to working
with the BLM and the other planning entities associated with the Draft CDCA
Plan Amendment.

If you have any questions regarding existing District transmission facilities,
please contract me at (760) 482-9833 or at vdbradshaw@iid.com.

Sincerely,
Vi Dee Pradlahrand

VIKKI DEE BRADSHAW
Environmental Resources Specialist

Jasse Siva, Genoral Manager
John Steffen, Power Department Manager
Tom King, General Services Departmant Manager

3
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CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF 4 WHEEL DRIVE CLUBS, INC.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSULTANT

Jeri Ferguson
9835 Duncan Rd
Victorville, CA 92392
760-956-2783/Jeriferg@aol.com

Bureau of Land Management

Jim Kenna, Palm Springs Field Manager
P.0. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, Ca 92258

Re: Draft EIS for the Coachella Valley 9-5-02
Dear Jim,

The California Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs (CA4WDC) was founded in 1959
for the purpose of preserving and enhancing opportunities for Four Wheel Drive Use,
including the ability to traverse from the most difficult trail terrain to the easiest historical
touring routes. CA4WDC has provided The B of Land Manag, input on trail
system devel , land g issues and preservation efforts throughout the
state. We havc over 5,000 families, businesses and clubs that we represent,

We would like to thank the BLM planning staff for not lering the total cl ofall
motorized vehicle routes/areas in the Coachella Valley. Vehicle access and OHV play is
an integral part of family life and being able to explore the desert is an excellent way to
experience the vastness, history and beauty.

2.1.2 Goals Common to all Alternatives
3. Maintain a network of motorized vehicle routes 1o meel recr | and
other needs while minimizing affects to air quality and other resource values.

Coachella Valley ACEC

In 1995 19 miles of routes were closed though the Coachella Va.{ley ACEC designation,
with over 33 miles of hiking and eq ian trails to be maintai

Willow Hole Edom Hill Preserve, Indian Avenue Preserve, Thousand Palms are all
closed to vehicles and we could not find any type of mileage records of routes closed in
those areas and could only find information that there is 15 miles of hiking trails in
Thousand Palms and not mileage records for the other areas.

Big Morongo Canyon ACEC

Most of the area was closed to vehicles. During the ACEC planning of this area we had
fought very hard for the roads that were left open and now to have them proposed closed
is not ptable. We do not support any road ck in this area. There are not any
mileage records of the routes closed during the route designation in the ACEC or how
many miles of hiking trails are maintained.

White Water Canyon.

Public access into the ACES is restricted to a single paved road from interstate 10.
Access from the south to dirt roads in only allowed by permission by the trout farm. Entire
canyon is accessible on foot. There are not any mileage records of routes closed in this
area or mileage records of the hiking trails in this area.

Monument

1-11 Off road vehicle controls are in place for Dead Indian Canyon, Carrizo Canyon

and Martinez Canyon. The Martinez Canyon proposal has been modified by the

cherrystem designation for Santa Rosa Mountains Wilderness in the California Desert

Protection Act of 1994. The project t design for Guadalupe Canyon is completed and
heduled for impl ion in 2002

Numerous Routes have been closed due to the Monument designation or past route
closures. We cannot find the mileage records of routes closed, but we are sure there are
many miles. We do know there is a very large hiking trail system in this area and not sure
of the mileage.

Summary of Routes Closures

It would seem that with only 71 miles of routes left open in the Coachella Valley on
BLM land that we don’t need any more closures. There needs to be some type of
equality here. There are hundreds of miles of hiking trails but not a single
motorized trail system proposed or planned. There are many people who cannot
hike and need their vehicles for access to see the beauty of this part of the desert. So
we not only feel that more closure is unacceptable and that there should be a
backcountry touring route system set up throughout the area.

Open Areas
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4. Provide opportunities for Off-highway vehicle free-play in the Coachella Valiey where
compliance with the Clean Air Ac, Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act and
other environmental laws will be attained

The cost of hiring law enforcement rangers to effectively enforce these closures should not
have been mentioned. Vehicle access and OHV use are part of FLPMA and total closure
of this recreation would not be maintaining FLPMA.

PC
A

We would like to see alternative A be the preferred alternative with the growing use of
OHV’s and the closures that are happening all over southern California there need there
needs to be some legal places for people to ride their OHV’s in the Coachella Valley.
Altemnatives C and D are totally unacceptable since OHV use gets criticized all the time
for doing illegal actions. We need to have legal riding ground for people to recreate.

Pc 130

Land Tenure

We would support the preferred Alternative if the purchase of the private lands in the
proposed Open Areas would be address. When we propose open areas we need a plan to
buy the private property so there are not issues with the landowners and OHV use. We do
not need to be setting ourselves up for failure. Also the Open Area Criteria needs to be
added to the Land Tenure: Acquisition Criteria.

129

Pc | pc
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Thank you for letting us comment on this planning process

Q'-\Guc Yergges

Jeri Ferguson
CC: Kathleen Clarke, BLM Director
Congresswoman Mary Bono

Mike Pool, California State BLM Director
Linda Hansen, Desert District Manager, Acting
Dave Douglas, CA4WDC President

CA4WDC Board of Directors

OHYV Leadership
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Center for Biological Diversity

Protecting and restoring endangered species and wild places of North America and
the Pacific through science, policy, education, citizen activism and environmental lac,

CALIFORNIA WILDERNESS COALITION .

I
Thursday, September 5, 2002 .:;: S
a2 A
Jim Kenna, Field Office Manager 25 &
Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office 85 o
690 West Gamnet Avenue, POB 581260 = 5]
North Palm Springs CA 92258-1260 == 2
760.251.5499 fax =
S
Jim, g N

Introduction
On behalf of the Center's over 7500 members in California and the nation, and the California
Wilderness Coalition’s over 3000 members, we submit the following comments with regard to the
Draft Envi I Impact § (DEIS) for the Draft California Desert Conservation Area
Plan Amend, for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains

Trails Management Plan.

Generally speaking, The Center would like 1o see the Plan Amend. better emphasize the
protection of native plants and wildlife as a paramount ob?l.iau. This responsibility is
acknowledged in the DEIS, which includes “the recovery of federal and state listed species” and
“avoid{ing] future listings of sensitive species™ as two of BLM'’s management goals. In particular, it is
particularly important that the Plan Amendment comply with legal requirements to protect the

dangered Peninsul bighom sheep. The sheep were listed as endangered by the federal
government in 1998; a recovery plan was completed by the USS. Fish and Wildlife Service in October
2000; and critical habitat was designated for the species in February 2001. However, the ahemnatives
listed in the Plan Amendment have various severe shortcomings in terms of fulfilling the BLM's

a3A1393y
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obligations to the sheep under these provisions.

Tb:G)GKllwu.'unipdnionpm'nkuushouldbccmdnmddwughthkphn.nanﬁnhnum
Unf ly and unacceptably, BLM seems intent on taking steps backward from this existing
i designed to aid endangered species recovery and reduce conflicts.

Additionally, we are concemed at BLM's arbitrary moving of big homn sheep lambing season from
January 1 to January 15. This is inconsistent with the Sikes Act plan, Recovery plan and the scientific
Iiterature on the species. This is especially of concern because BLM compromises sheep recovery by

jeopardizing the eariest bon lambs, which have the highest survival rates. The plan provides no
i bstantiation for this apparently arbitrary and capricious modification to the lambing

ling or
season dates. What is BLM's justification for cutting two weeks off the start of sheep lambing

season?

Unless BLM corrects the flaws in this plan along the lines we suggest below, and complies with the

pc
027

Failure to retire the Whitewater Canyon livestock grazing allotment

Closure of the grazing allotment at Whitewater Canyon would become permanent ardy under
Alernative C. This failure is ptable, especially considering the permit for the Whitewater
allotment is owned by conservationists wishing to p ly retire it. BLM's failure to retire
allotments such as Whitewater, where the permittee has requested it, will derail furure *win-win®™
allotment buy-out proposals. Conducting further studies on the suitability of livestock grazing there,
as stipulated by the preferred Akernative A, is superfluous. Ample scientific evidence already shows
that grazing is inc le with the protection of desent toroise, arroyo toad, and other sensitive
wildlife; with the of riparian areas; and with the preservation of ecologically sensitive public
lands in general. Livestock harm wildlife, iples burrows, compacts soil, fouls ide areas,
and alters vegetational composition. Consid ing that Whitewater Canyon contains critical habitat for
the federally listed arroyo toad, it is hard to see how grazing could possibly continue there without
violating the Endangered Species Act. The Whitewater all, must be p ly retired now.

No ORV's at Windy Point, no ORV open area or use of Dunn Road
preferred alternative prop an ORV open area at Drop 31, adjacent to existing wilderness.
Hllegal ORV trespass in to wilderness in this area is already a problem, and locating an open area here

will only serve to make it much worse and harder to enforce. Drop 31 overlaps with established
bighorn habitat and is a poor choice. The restrictions on ORV use under Alernative C are better. In
add.itionwnm&signadng[)mpllumupenmr\lmmichpmvidesdmbs:nngeofmue
closures since it is the only akernative to even ider the ibution of ORV's to the severe air-
pollution problems being experienced in the Coachella Valley.

In addition, contrary to the preferred akerative, the Dunn Road should be entirely closed to
recreational ORV use. One of the goals of the bighom recovery plan is to “manage road use to
reduce or eliminate habitat frag ion or interfy with bighom sheep resource use patterns”
(2-25),111eDumRmdkmﬂhplmd.mblkhedbyuupas,whkhp@smrhm;himpmmm
bighomhzhit&Ewnﬂmnghthcbw:poﬂiouoﬁbemﬂdismomhpomwfurb@bomtb:ntbe
upper part, implementing different (and clearly unenforceable) g h for the two
sections will invite non-compliance and frustrate enf Existing recreational use does nxx
legitimate ongoing use, and BLM has not justified any need for reopening the road other than for
hick BLM also fails to address the fact that the road may not be

Bencyorg

accessed from the north, except by illegal trespass across private lands.
We are unable 1o determine from the plan what BLM's intent is for ORV management in the Windy
Point area. Clearly, all lands south of Hwy. 111 are closed to off-road travel by the act of congress
which established the monument. Windy Point is also occupied habitat for the Coachella Valley
fringe-totdlizuda:d:houl‘]belw:p(:bscd.mdagg:usivdyenfomedmendﬂhg:lofs\’m in this
part of the monument.
BLM's approach on the proposed ORV open area and Dunn Road, if not abandoned, will almost
certainly land the agency back in court.

Failure to deal with wild horses and burros, cattle trespass in Palm Canyon
There is currentlya herd of eight horses within Palm Canyon. The BLM that these

that they are present within sensitive bighom habitat, Yet it p poses (under the p
Aheﬂmiv:B)tokgkhmuhclwm'pmmthemthmghah:ﬂmhmgel&htbeﬁgm
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horses were illegally released freeze-branded horses, not wild horses under the legal definition, and §
LY
Q

Peninsular Ranges Bighom Sheep recovery plan, it is highly likely the Center and other groups will be Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians. It claims by spurious way of explanation that “there mry ke
sentiments within the [tribe] to maintain these animals™ (emphasis added).

forced 1o seck relief in the federal courts. We believe that BLM's preferred akernative may
jeopardize the survival of the Peninsular Ranges bighom sheep.

PC leb
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This is an unacceptable weakening of the BLM's responsibility towards the bighom, particularly since
one of the goals listed in the species recovery plan s t0 “reduce or eliminate wild horse populations

from bighomn sheep habitat™ and since wild horses have been found to prevent bighomn from coming
to water holes (4-54). Akemative C, which would remove the animals, is the only suitable akernative.

BIM abso fails to adequately address the long-time problem of Bud Wellman's cartle frequently
trespassing on public lands critical habitat far off the allotment in Palm Canyon. BLM must work
closely with USFS to end this illegal use of public lands which threatens sheep recovery, and
impound Wellman's cartle if they enter Palm Canyon.

Failure to acknowledge Coral Reel Mountains sheep
Wildlife biologists acknowledge the presence of Peninsular Ranges bighomn sheep wathin this range of
mountains bordering the Santa Rosa Mountains, yet the DEIS does not mention them and provides

4

no iy ree ions for the area. This would appear to be a serious omission.

Mitigation and buffer zone failures
According to the bighom recovery plan, the BLM should be using mitigation money to buy land in
the urban-wilderness interface as a way of protecting important habitat for the sheep. This is critically
important in areas like La Quinta, where real estate developments are being proposed right up to the
base of the Santa Rosa Mountains, Over 18,000 acres of suitable bighorn habitat b Palm
Springs mdl:Qmauhzuhudybtmbﬂwurbmmﬂmdagmukuu.mrdmgwdwFuh
and Wildlife Service. Yet there is no evidence of BLM having made the purchase of important tracts
of land there a priorty. Whatever plan is eventually adopted must do better in this regard.

BLM's unsupportable socio-economic claims
With litle to no justification, the BLM claims that Akernative C “would sut ially restrict
opportunities for future economic development of the BLM-managed lands” m&goesonmmppon:
preferred Alernative B. Other than by not creating an ORV open area, it is unclear how Alernative
C reduces anything but the short-term exploitation of land and natural resources. Ekewhere, the
DE[Scorrncdyarguﬂdntdu protection of land bealth through the i ion of the

will have positi bngl.crmeconomr:mm In its socioeconomic

an:Iysts. dle BLM should consider more stringent conservation recommendations to be an economic
benefi, not a cost.

BLM's unsupportable Trails Management Plan
Recreational oppe are imp t, and our bers enjoy hiking and camping in the
M&Vﬂkymﬁucemgmkmmpmhﬂemben.e “mubtiple use” is not always
possible on every acre of public land. This principle is acknowledged byvhc BI.M when it states that:

Rarely do a wide variety of public uses occur on the same parcel of Bmmuugedpubh:
land due to land use md resource conflicts. Generally, the BLM will designate certain public lands for
one suite of comp use and designate other lands for a different suite of companble uses (DEIS
3-1).

Yet the DEIS and proposed Trails Management Plan do not always adhere to this philosophy. To
protect bighomn sheep, large contiguous tracts of land must remain off-limits, and access to them
must be restricted during the first nine months of each year. But, while most of the TMP akematives

propose limited restrictions on hiking and camping, the plan fails to adequately close trails through
bighomn critical habitat, thus creating a significant step back in sheep conservation from BLM's
current agreement embodied by the CDCA lawsuit stipulation.
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Akemnative B, the preferred akemative, would retain a voluntary system of seasonal il closures
despite high levels of d with Rates of non-compliance
on the AnSmdntnlnhnhpumthmdlbghomhbu.wmohcnmdlciO-SDperumnnge-
and this figure omits numerous hikers who were not questioned or spotted by survey-takers. These
are unacceptable levels of non-compliance, and should not provide the basis for the continuation of
the current system.

The BLM proffers the excuse thar. enforcement resources are not sufficient to institute a more
stringent closure system, but this is not a valid excuse for failing to meet its conservation
responsibilities for the bighom.

Alternative B would also permit the use of the Art Smith and Boo Hoff trails two days a week just
before and after lambing season (Jan. 15 to Feb. 15; May 1 to June 30). This is a compromise
solution that will do lirtle for the species while spurring further non-compliance. It cannot possibl
meet the BLM’s obligations under the species recovery plan. Considering that the BLM's mmnn;
to date has not prevented non-compliance rates from remaining so high, how will they possibly
control such a system?

Fuully,mem&chmtlmdmeuxnﬁn{: inty over the lative effects of human
recreation on bigh Consid dmnmot'rhcelﬂtnmdmcudcouurdﬂdm!
is indeed negative impact, this is a peculiar i ion. CDFG justified the closure of trespass
trails on state lands in 2001 based on some of the same literature (see attached memo). Indeed, all 11
of the studies find negative impacts to sheep from improperly managed or ill-timed human

recreation.

Conclusion: Make needed changes, or we'll likely see you back in court.
For the reasons listed above, the DEIS does falls far short of complying with the recovery plan for
the Peninsular bighom sheep and the Endangered Species Act; nor does it provide a sufficient range
of ahernatives under NEPA. However, Alternative C is the best of the four ahernatives offered. It
creates 23,631 acres of Areas of Critical Environmental Concem (ACEC's), more than any other
alternative, And it institutes considerable restrictions on grazing and ORV use, which are essential to
safeguard biological diversity and visitor experience within the monument.

Only Alternative C (with the significant modifications detailed above) would adequately protect
uobgmlmuumwﬂundnphmmandmspecﬂnﬂymuvuthLMmds

pliance with the y plan for the Peni bighom sheep, a plan to which it is 2 legally
bound signatory.

We'd much prefer to support BLM on a solid conservation plan for the Coachella Valley,
unfortunately what BLM currently offers as its prefermred alternative is fully unsupportable.

We sincerely I:ope BLM will take these comments seriously and follow our suggestions, otherwise we
will Idnelybe saenn; BLM again in mun soon to correct the serious flaws in this plan. Please keep us
fully inf d as this p

We welcome the opportunity to meet in Palm Springs with the State Dim:tar. District Manager,
Field Office Manager, USFWS and CDFG to sincerely attempt to resolve our concerns. Please let us
ig\owifyuumimemwdhsmham‘hgwwwyw&dukku&hcu:ﬁenmuﬂycmvmkm
time.

Thank you,

PC lkb
PCI73
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State of California The Resources Agency
Daniel R. Patterson orand
Desen E:olog\:: 2‘% '2 ﬂ@ M em um
3/ Brendan Cummings
CBD Staff Anomey To  : Dee Sudduth Date: December 28, 2001
California D t of Fish
s/ omsthan Gook ifornia Department of Fish and Game

CBD Desert Conservation Intern From : Department of Fish and Game - Kevin Barry Brennan

/5/)ason Swanz

Conservation Associate Subject: Emergency Closure of Carrizo Canyon and Magnesia Springs Ecological Reserves

California Wilderness Coalion and the Gate to the Art Smith trailhead parking lot from January 1 to June 30, 2002

2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5

Dl EAGSG1E Dead Indian Canyon and Carrizo Canyon previously supported a large sub-population, or
deme, of peninsular bighomn sheep in the Ndrthern Santa Rosa Mountains. This area once

¢ Mike Pool, BLM California State Director supported up to 30 animals but appears to have been extirpated in the 1980's. The area was

%i\é's recently re-colonized and now supports at least three ewes and 4 rams and a yearling ram.

Carrizo Canyon and Magnesia Springs Ecological Reserves are located in this portion of the

specws range. These Eoologuml Reserves were acquired by the State to provide protection for

sheep, a federally endangered and state-listed threatened species. This same
mnwasaimestabllshcdbyihe Department as the Santa Rosa Mountains Wildlite Area. This
ized in the, “Santa Rosa Mountains Habitat Management Plan, a Sikes
Act ijact" (1980). This plan provided management goals and objectives for Deparimeat, and
Bureau of Land Manageraent, administered lands in the Santa Rosa Mountains. The Wildlife
Area was to be managed for the primary benefit of bighorn sheep.

Two horized trails trespass across lambing habitat on the Ecological Reserves and
Wildlife Areas. Construction of these trails has occurred without the benefit of environmental
review or the necessary state and federal approvals. The Art Smith Trailhead parking lot was
also constructed on Department lands without authorization. There are not any ds that

would support the authorization of these trails and parking lot or their use; consistent with state
law, regulation or policy. The department had previously committed to resolving these trespass
issues within the plan in 1980 but little if any progress has been made.

These trespass trails have been listed in the recovery plan as trails that require management to
reduce human impacts on bighom shcep near water sources and during lambing season.
Studies have shown (see additional ¢ losed) that h activities can disrupt
normal behaviors of bighom sheep u.nd cause habitat abandonment. This position was
supported in a letter dated Nov 20, 2001 from the Service to the Department. [ concur with the
Service on this issue and support the seasonal closure of Carrizo Canyon an Magnesia Spring

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY Ecological Reserves from January | to June 30, for the P ion of p lar bighom sheep

Tucson * Idyllwild * Silver City * Phoenix * Berkeley * Bozeman * San Diego * Sitha tucing fambinng m (see enclosures).

DANIEL R. PATTERSON, DESERT ECOLOGIST /7 /,

POB 493 [IDYLLWILD CALIFORNIA 92549
909.659.6053 x 306 TEL / 659.2484 FAX ]

DPATTERSON@ BIOLOGICALDIVERSITY.ORG * WWW.BIOLOGICALDIVERSITY.ORG 2
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Additional Comments on the Justification for Emergency Closures
of State Ecological Reserves and Wildlife Areas
for the Protection of Peninsular Bighorn Sheep

In 1974 the California annmem of Fish & Game (Department) provided a p i

of 1,171 bighom sheep, in the peninsular ranges of California (Weaver 19'.-'5] The Santa Rosa
Mountains once had the largest population of bighorn sheep in the state (Weaver and Mensch
1970). Carrizo Canyon and Dead Indian Canyon supported a large portion of the Santa Rosa
Mountians population (Blong and Pollard 1968) and ewes and lambs were readily observed along
the canyon walls up until the early 1980°s (DeForge pers. comm). During the 1950's and 60's,
naturalists and biologist warned of impending threats to the bighorns continued existence from
real estate develog water diversions and human use (Tevis 1959, Blong 1967). In 1977
Department Wildlife Biologist Vern Bleich, commented on an illegally constructed trail
trespassing upon state and federal lands in Dead Indian and Carrizo Canyons. This trail is now
known as the Art Smith Trail. The Department and Bureau of Land Management subsequently
agreed to resolve all know trespass issues, including trails, in the Santa Rosa Mountains Wildlife
Habitat Management Plan, a Sikes Act Project (Sikes Act Plan) (USDI 1980).

Peninsular bighorn sheep populations began to decline in the early 1980's. This decline followed
years ofpoot lamb ru:rumnmt and survival in the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains
(DeForge et al 1982). Only 400 animals remained in the peninsular ranges by 1992, the year the

United States Fish & Wildlife Service (Service) proposed listing the species as endangered
(USFWS 1992). The population reached a low point in 1996 of just 276 animals in the entire
peninsular range. In March of 1998 bighorn sheep populations in the peninsular ranges were
listed as an endmgﬂod lpecnu Listing was wlmnl.ed due to the continued decline of the
species and the synergistic effect of develop ¢, predation and recreation (USFWS
2000)

Bighomn sheep are ofien described as a wild species b populations do not persist well
next to urban areas (Leopold 1933). Bighom sheep population in the Sandia Mountains near
Albuquerque, New Mexico and the Santa Cﬂllim Mountains near Tucson, Arizona both became
extirpated following years of anthroprogenic disturt (Etchberger et. Al 1989, Krausman et
al 1989, Krausman 1993, Krausman et al 1995 Krausman et al 2000). Contributing to lhmr
demise were real estate developments in sheep habitat (K 1993) and sut

in recreational use of sheep habitat by hikers and dog walkers (Schoenecker 1991)

In California, bighom sheep within the Santa Rosa Mountains abandoned habitat around springs
as a result of continued human disturb and b (Blong 1967) and abandoned a
lambing and walering area following a period of human activity (DeForge and Scott 1982). In the
San Bernardino Mountains of California, bighorn sheep abandoned suitable habitat and remained
out of sight of ski areas, developments and other human activities (Light and Weaver 1973).
Human activities cause bighorn sheep to temporarily abandon a mineral lick in the San Gabriel
mountains of California (Hamilton et al 1982). Habitat abandoned by bighorn sheep in the Santa
Catalina Mountains of Arizona, was observed to have greater human disturbance than occupied
habitat (Etcberger et al 1989). Bighorn sheep have generally not shown resilience to interactions
with humans in their habitat (King and Workman 1986).

A number of studies have described the negative effects of human disturbance on normal
behaviors of desert bighorn in the South . In South Utah, hers observed that

‘mghnm inhabiting areas W\IJI a history of human activity were more sensitive to disturbance than
bigl sheep in undisturbed areas (King and Workman 1986). Bighorn sheep reactions to the

of b lted in the disruption of normal feeding behaviors, and ewes with 2 week
cld lambs were observed running several miles to avoid people (King and Workman 1986).

Bighorn sheep in Arizona were observed to be intolerant of hikers within 200 m of their position
and exhibited greater Might response the closer the proximity to disturbances (Miller and Smith

1985). In Canyon Lands Mational Park, bighorn sheep resp were most severe 1o hikers
during the spring months (Papouchis 1999). These dumpmm caused habitat abandonment that
resulted in an approximate 15% loss of available habitat, R h ded that lambing

habitat should be closed to all hiking during lambing season and trails should not be constructed
in lambing habitat (Papouchis 1999).

What we have been able to ascertain from these studies is that bighorn sheep alter their behavior
in P to human di (USFWS 2000). These disturbances have resulted in

ions, habitat aband, and disruption of normal, breeding, feeding and sheltering
behaviors. This range abandonment, and curtailed use of habitat from harassing activities
represenis a functional loss of habitat; reducing the amount of l‘unge. w:tar and living space

available for recruitment and recovery of bigh sheep O h is studying the effects
of recreational activities on bighorn sheep pcpulluom in the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa
Mountains. In the interim, we do not have ¢ ,' ot’tmmm ivities having neutral effects on
bighorn sheep to base our g lecisi fi ion that would support

g trespass on Dep lands ‘futhebemﬁtofbnghu'nsheep
The D has never authorized or desi d the ion of trails on State Ecological

Reserves or Wildlife Areas in the Santa Ross Mountains, The Bureau of Land Management
(Bureau) never received authorization from the State to construct the Art Smith trail and trailhead
on Carrizo Canyon Ecological Reserve. Within the Sikes Act Plan (USDI 1980), vehicle entry
was also prohibited along the entire length of both Dead Indian and Carrizo Canyons where the
parking lot is located. The Bureau did not properly coordinate or consult with the Service and
Department ng this trespass and has displayed a history of willful intent to evade this
issue. Eumplﬂm:hde

In an internal memo, Bureau realty agent, William M. Selman, encouraged ﬂumu
management staff not to consult with State wildlife biologists on the of the
Art Smith trailhead parking lot.

A wildlife biologist for the Bureau, Gavin Wright, ultnltted in uurmlll message, dated
February 18, 2000, that the Bureau violated the E Act when it failed to
consult with the United States Fish & Wildlife Service on the cmuuc‘hon of the Art
Smith trail head and parking lot.

In March of 2000 a Bureau employee vandalized a Department lock and chain on a gate
at Carrizo Canyon Ecological Reserve to provide recreationists parking access.

Most recently, the Bureau's Area Manger for the Palm Springs office issued a decision
notice and Envi 1 A for the continued use of the Art Smith trailhead
without providing the opportunity for public comment or consulting with the Service and
Department.
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This lack of Itation and coordination by the Bureau was noted in Service comment letter of,
February 7, 2001. As a result of these activitics, an appeal has been filed by PEER against the
Bureau. Legal action is now pending absent a response 1o this appeal.

On March 1, 2001 the Bureau supported the closure of the Art Smith trailhead in a signed
Settlement Agreement, and any position to the contrary would represent a contemptuous action
on the Bureau s part. As a matter of law, regulation and policy, the Department and Service has
supported the closure and management of the Art Smith trail and parking lot. Caltrans has
already posted “no parking” and “emergency parking only” signs outside of the parking lot and
along highway 74 to relm'e any concerns regarding trafTic safety at this location. We must now
follow up on our p and ponsibilities to close these areas lo
public access for the recovery of peninsular blghofn sheep.

The Dep hority and responsibility to properly manage endangered species and State

Ecologlcal Reserves are elucldaled within the Flsh and Game Code tnd the California Code of

Regu'lxllol& Title 1.«1 The Department has the jurisdictional bility to habitat for
populations of wildlife (Flsh & Game Code, Sec. 1802). Itis also the

pohcy or’lhe State to conserve and protect d: pecies and their babitats and to acq

lands for habitat of endangered species (Fish & Game Code, Sec. 2052).

The Fish & Game Commission (Commission) has established the following policy on endangered
species:

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES: Jt is the policy of the Fish & Game
Commission to: Protect and preserve all native species of fishes, amphibians, reptiles,
birds, mammals, invertebrates and plants and their habitats, threatened with extinction;
or those experiencing a significant decline which, if not halted, would lead to threatened
or zndnngered' designation. The Department will work with all interested persons,

and arganizations fo protect and preserve such sensitive resources and their
habitats.

The Commission’s policy regarding department lands is:

MULTIPLE USE OF LANDS ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH
AND GAME : It is the policy of the Fish and Game Commission that: Lands under the
administration of the Department be made available to the public for fishing, hunting or
other forms of compatible recreational use and for scientific studies whenever such uses
will not [emphasis added] unduly interfere with the primary purpose for which such lands

were acquired.
Ecological Reserves were loquued for the pr ion of thr j and endangered ies and
public use of Emlaglcal Reserves is to be compatible with the primary purpose of such reserves
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 630). It is unlawful to enter upon Ecological
Reserves except in : with issi gulati (Flsll& Game Code, Sec. 1583).
The Fish and Game C ission has granted the Dep: i y authority to control

access on Ecological Reserves and Wildlife Areas [Tltle 14, Sec. 630 (2) (l)(ll:l} and Sec., 550
(bX1X2)).

The Department had previously committed to resolving trespass trails in the Sikes Act Plan. The
Department also agreed to recovery actions that seasonally limited trail use m mmvc Iulnut
areas in the Recovery Plan. There has been a history of bighorn sheep pop

following increased human use of sheep habitat in situations similar to the one we are know
facing in the Sln Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains. Despite carly warnings and cautionary notes
il'rorm \lflllﬂllfc ‘. gists, a 2 resp has not been realized as the decision has been

for d The Dep made a commitment to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
to pursue the necessary authority to close the Art Smith trailhead and parking lot and we now
know that we posses that authority. Given the well establishcd policies and mandates the
appropriate response by the Department should be to ly close the Ecological Reserves
and Wildlife Areas. We know what the right thing to do is - now we just have 10 doit.
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BARBARA ADY

THE PIONEER RIDING CLUB OF PALM SPRINGS DON ABEL
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POST OFFICE BOX 4062 PALM SPRINGS CALIFORNIA 92263
Buck Boss
September 3, 2002

PATTY WHITE

James G. Kenna

. AME F "
Field Manager :Anie:ro:'oirg

Rioe Bosses

Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
United States Department of the Interior

690 West Garnet Avenue

P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, California 92258-1260

Re:  1610P CA660.21, Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments.
Replaces August 30, 2002 Comments.

Dear Manager Kenna:

On behalf of the Desert Riders approximately120 person membership and the Desert
Riders Trails Fund, Inc., we make the following comments regarding the Draft
Envir | Impact St for the Draft California Desert Conservation Area Plan
Amend! for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan, dated June 2002.

Desert Riders

Desert Riders is a horse trail riding club that was organized in Palm Springs in 1930.
Palm Springs then had a population of 1,040 and residents simply referred to i! as “the
village”. By 1932 Desert Riders began to construct, maintain and improve trails in the Santa
Rosa and San Jacinto M ins. Tens of tt Is of vol hours from Desert Rider
members and hundreds of thousands of dollars of Desert Riders funds have been used to 3
construct, improve and maintain the trails in the Santa Rosa and San Jac‘inlo Mnunlail_'us since
1932. This year, a number of the major trails are in disrepair and suffering from erosion
because BLM has not allowed Desert Riders access to perform their annual maintenance.

Existing Land Use

Desert Rider regular use of the trails in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains, as
well as the construction, improvements and maintenance to trails preceded the Taylor Grazing

CHARLOTTE BIRKLE
Chuck Wagon Boss

CATHY WEISSMAN

James G. Kenna
August 30, 2002
Page 2

Act of 1934. Those regular activities also preceded formation of the BLM in 1946. For over 70
years, thousands of tourists, boy and girl scouts, hikers and riders have safely enjoyed their
public lands on trails financed, ted, and d by Desert Riders. Forest Service
personnel have used the trails for fire control and the County Sheriff for rescues and patrol.
Desert Riders have carned ideration for their regular contributions to the public good. BLM
has not required Desert Riders to have a permit in the past. However, that does not mean that
Desert Rider annual rides of over twenty-five people and establishment of public right-of-ways
does has not become a grand fathered right.

Affected Environment - 3.9 Cultural Resources

Pursuant to Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act, BLM is required to
identify and preserve historic properties. Historic Properties are those cultural resources which
are found to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Historic
properties include trails. You have received testimony perpetuated by court order to this effect
and Desert Riders is willing and able to provide documentation of historical use of this resource.

The trails constructed, improved and maintained by Desert Riders are culturally
significant to the settlement of the desert, to the Native American Cahuilla, and to the era in
which Palm Springs was a mecca for cowboys and movie stars. A substantial number of trails
on BLM managed lands carry the names of Desert Rider members (i.e. Art Smith, Boo HofT,
Lykken, Sh ete.). A ber of published books unt the value of the Desert Rider
trails. At least one book, “Favorite Trails of Desert Riders™, approximately 240 pages in length,
describes the trail locations, the history, the value of the trails to desert history, and cultural
value to the Native American Cahuilla culture. Historical districts have been designated on less,
Desert Riders contends that the trails are eligible for listing on the National Historic Register and
should be preserved according to federal law.

Affected Environment - Desert Riders Trails Fund, Inc. Property off of Dunn Road

Desert Riders Trails Fund, Inc. owns property in the Santa Rosa Mountains located off of
the Dunn Road. The property has been designated Critical Habitat for Bighorn Sheep. Desert
Riders, like many other stakeholders, were adversely affected by BLM's settlement of the Center
for Biological Diversity where BLM willingly closed Dunn Road and fostered the way for
servient casement holders on Dunn Road to deny access to privately held easements. BLM
neither consulted with stakeholders nor with property owners. BLM's secret settlement severely
limited Desert Riders ability to access its property freely. BLM should diligently pursue
reopening Dunn Road both for property owners and for limited use by visitors to the Santa
Rosa/San Jacinto M in National Mi The Chai of the Trails and Access
Committee for the Monument supports paving the Dunn Road for visitor access to the
Monument. Desert Riders supports that proposal.
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Planning Criteria - Revised Statute 2477 (R.S. 2477) 43 U.S.C. Section 932:

On April 2. 2002 the Riverside Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 2002-118
stating that the County and the public have acquired right-of-ways pursuant to R.S. 2477 in those
certain ways provided by California State and Federal law. Although repealed by the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (“FLPMA"), existing rights of way are exempt from
repeal. Many of the trails proposed for closure are public right-of-ways established by Desert
Riders existed on federal public land “not reserved for public uses”prior to 1976. All trails on
the attached list except the Victor Trail, Hahn Trail, Bud Furer Trail and Clara Burgess Trail,
were constructed or improved and maintained prior to of the ESA.

The Collaborative Planning Process

BLM has lauded it’s inclusion of stakeholders in the public process. However, to assure
real public participation, BLM must look at the process implemented by the USFWS Recovery
Plan for Bighorn Sheep in the Peninsular Ranges, California because it is that recovery plan and
designation of “Critical Habitat™ for sheep that is the justification for trail closures and limiting
access to the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains. Contrary to USFWS policy for adopting
recovery plans (Federal Register, Volume 59, page 34272, July 1, 1994) Desert Riders was not

ified as a stakeholder and consulted during the sheep recovery plan process. Desert Riders
both owned property in the area designated “Critical Habitat™ and since 1932, constructed,
improved and maintained the majority of significant trail right-of-ways in the Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains. This 70 year history of consistent construction, financing, and use of
trails in the Peninsular Ranges makes Desert Riders substantial stakeholder in the public
planning process.

In addition, Desert Riders, because of their regular use of the back-country trails since
1930 has valuable information about the historic prevalence and behavior of sheep that predate
Dick Weaver. The failure to identify Desert Riders as a stakeholder and include them in
Itation left the Peninsular Bighorn Sheep Recovery Team and Plan deficient.

Collaborative Process 5.5 Trails Plan Alternatives

BLM's primary justification for closing trails stems from the sheep recovery plan and the
Center for Biological Diversity/Sierra Club lawsuit and settlement agreement. The Trails Plan
“Alternative B merely adopts the recovery plan recommendations. As here, Desert Riders is
not truly a participant in the process, we are simply allowed to make comments to which BLM's
only duty is to respond.

The “Alternatives™ for the Trails Plan posited by BLM, are less alternatives than degrees
of restrictiveness applied to the same proposition. There are no creative alternatives that would
achieve the same goals. One such alternative would be to confine foot and equestrian travel to
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trails with no trail use between sunrise and sunset. This altenative allows trail use and periods
of non-use permits full use of the habitat by sheep, which according to the Recovery Plan and
published scientific literature are diunal. Sheep can predict when there will people present and
where they will be present in the 844,897 acres currently designated as Critical Habitat. That
and other alternatives were never considered. To ensure their compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, BLM must l.lke a critical look at its narrow development of
“Alternatives” which offer no real of G pli with NEPA would have
provided a broader range of trail use alternatives.

BLM Biologist

It is BLM's duty as a multi-resource manager to review the integrity of the science set
forth by USFWS for limiting multiple uses. BLM has made strides towards overseeing USFWS
advocacies by hiring their own Bighorn Sheep Biologist, Rachelle Lorton-Huddl She has
made monumental efforts to bring science objectivity into the sheep recovery. She can be
commended for a.cknow]cdgmg evidence Ihat local sheep can and do habituate to human activity.
There are any ber of biol repr g the state and federal governments that not
acknowledge that ewes brmgmg their lambs down in desert neighborhoods to drink and eat
foreign vegetation is behavior indicating that these desert bighomn sheep can and do habituate to
humans. Most importantly, Rachelle does not discount the potential effects of her own research
activities, which are forms of human disturbances, on sheep.

Rachelle’s intellectual honesty is in stark contrast to other biologists findings in the sheep
Recovery Plan that states that collaring, breeding in captivity, stalking, pursuing, and capturing
sheep do not have a negative impact, USFWS Recovery Plan, page 40. The published literature
has clearly revealed the deleterious effects of helicopter surveys in two way: First,
experimentally, Bleich et al. (1994) showed abandonment of areas during helicopter surveys and
that “mountain sheep” did not habituate or become sensitized to repeated helicopter flight.
Second, Martucci et al.(1992) demonstrated “severe metabolic acidous due to helicopter
supported capture and manual restraint during blood sampling”. This has led to cases of capture
myopathy, a permanently debilitation condition. Fatalities resulting from helicopter capture are
approximately 1-2% of the captured animals. This is clearly “take” under the ESA. If trail use
with no clearly demonstrated deleterious effect is subject to temporary or permanent closures,
then both helicopter surveys and capture on BLM land should be banned until these sheep are no
longer endangered.

Trails Plan Alternatives - Interpretation of Science

There are fi with the supporting BLM actions. BLM
continues to misconstrue studies by, among others, MacArthur et al. (1979 and 1982), Papouchis
et al. (2000) and Krausman et al. (2000) cited for propositions regarding human i ions with
sheep. For example, MacArthur et al. (1979) found using experimental disturbance that “in most
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trials with or without a leashed dog, heart rate responses were not detected until a person was
within 50 meters of a ewe.™ Yet this citation is used in support of a generalized statement about
bighomn sheep exhibiting elevated heart rates and demonstrating adverse reactions to humans.
Although the Draft EIS acknowledges cardiac responses at a distance of 50-100 meters, the
perception the Draft EIS perp is that anv h activity in sheep habitat will have a
deleterious effect on sheep no matter what the distance. Desert Riders has asked bighom sheep
specialist Dr. Rob Roy Ramey Il to prepare an analysis of human disturbance literature an
analysis of which will be provided to you and CVAG prior to adoption of the trails plan. This
analysis will detail the scientific inference used in each cited paper.

First, it appears that all alleged scientific information receives the same weight and
credibility. In reference to the above-mentioned research, it is important to distinguish opinion
and correlative studies from experimental studies that have been conducted to potentially
disprove a hypothesis. Few of the studies fit into is latter “experimental” category of strong
scientific inference. Krausman's approach is primarily correlative and secondly, opinion, yet
correlation is not equal to lity and opinion is not unless alternative hypotheses are
articulated, as are the criteria fro refutation. Krausman et al. (2000) does not fit the criteria of
scientific study. It is opinion and interpretation without hypothesis testing. Indeed populations
of desert bighomn sheep have disappeared | ly with population growth. Importantly,
there are also populations of desert bighorn sheep that disappeared where no urbanization has
occurred.

o q

when a her purposefully creates a “stressful” situation to cause a reaction,
the « must be considered in the context of the artificial nature of the situation. This has
important implications to the meaning of MacArthur and Papouchis sheep studies. Both
researchers intentionally tried to obtain a reaction from sheep and did by directly approaching
sheep. Papouchis did find that sheep grazed away from regularly used roads, but not that it
created stress on sheep and there was no demonstrated population level effects on fitness. As
sheep have demonstrated in Rancho Mirage, sheep will co-mingle with people and, occasionally,
dogs to obtain food and water.

Personal C ications in Lieu of Sci

Although not directly acknowledged in the Draft, personal communications supplied a
significant amount of scientific justification for the sheep recovery plan, designation of Critical
Habitat and trail closures. These alleged scientific citations perpetuate a mythology that human
disturbance occurs and is deleterious even if humans undertake benign recreation activities in
bighom habitat. This mythology is not science and must be winnowed from the Draft EIS.

Researcher Activities are Human Disturbance

The Drafft states that certain recreational human interactions are stressful to sheep
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sufficient to"...suggest the possibility of contribution to population level effects.”, Page 1-4 Draft
EIS. The wording itself describes the tenuousness of the link between recreational activities and
effect on sheep. Both USFWS and BLM are stretching to find even a scintilla of evidence to
link on-trail recreational use and cither sheep demise or sheep recovery. The peer-reviewed
experi | literature d trates only a narrow corridor of potential physiologic or
behavioral effect if people leave trails to approach nearby bighorn sheep (50 meters). There is
no evidence to date, either direct or indirect to support sheep population level effects by on-trail
use. Such an assertion is pseudoscientific and is in the realm of “belief” without experimental
evidence.

If indeed the BLM chooses to accept the USFWS’s selective review of scientific
literature and “human disturbance™ bias, BLM must look at researcher activity anew and make a
determination as to whether that researcher activity is similar to another type of human activity
being restricted or prohibited. One classic example is that “foot surveys are not typically
considered a risky research activity...," especially if researchers remain lower than the sheep, do
not surprise the sheep by appearing suddenly, and water sources are avoided (USFWS Recovery
Plan Appendix D, page 197). This research off- trail activity is precisely the activity Papouchis
et. al. (2000) studied and cited as causing stress to sheep, yet this activity is allowed while
benign on-trail use is restricted or prohibited. There is a disconnection in the logical thinking
here by both USFWS and BLM.

Additionally, numerous other highly stressful, activities associated with pursuit and
capture are thought to have “no negative impacts™, USFWS Recovery Plan, page 40. In order to
rehabilitate public confidence in the proposed actions, BLM needs to devote a section of the EIS
to researcher activities, gather the scientific studies point out where science is lacking and apply
the same standards of evaluation to both recreational and invasive research activities. Without
these same standards being applied, not only is NEPA being violated but equal protection of all
persons under the law,

Science Missing From the EIS and Recovery Plan

A more ominous environmental change is upon both bighorn sheep and humans caused
by global climate change. Both the Draft EIS and Recovery Plan ignore this very real threat to
bighorn sheep recovery in the Peninsular Ranges. The Recovery Plan made no mention of
geochemical change in the environment and its effects of bighorn nutrition. Both of these
environmental changes are very real “emerging environmental threats” that have scientific
evidence to support them, yet these doc implicitly a static, unchanging view of
the “natural world”, For both BLM and USFWS not to consider management action within the
context of these very real envir I changes is both negligent and a violation of NEPA.

Conclusion
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The trails in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains have significant cultural value to
the Native American Cahuilla culture and to the history of the Desert Cities, particularly Palm
Springs. The use and development of trails by Desert Riders predates BLM. Public rights-of-
way were established pursuant to R.S. 2477 should be recognized in accordance with federal
law. Furthermore, when USFWS rep ive and recovery team ber, Pete Sorensen, was
asked by a National Monument Committee member in public meeting Saturday, April 6, 2002
what harm horseback riders riding on trails had on sheep, Sorensen’s reply was that there was
likely, none. Desert Riders requests that BLM modify its EIS and Draft Trails Plan accordingly
to permit monitored trail through out the year and to make provision for trail rides with numbers
greater than twenty-five which have been a tradition for Desert Riders prior to the existence of
BLM.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS.

" Sincerely, /
ganci 5. Stacey
Executive Director
Desert Riders Trails Fund, Inc.

and

Rob Roy II, Ph.O.
Pro bono Science Advisor to
The Desert Riders
NASS/as
enc.
cc:  Don Abel, President, Desert Riders
Gary Klein, President, Desert Riders Trails Fund
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Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Trails
Constructed, Improved, Used and Maintained by Desert Riders

Cahuilla Trails Improved and Maintained

1. Dripping Springs Trail
2. Vandeventer Trail

3. Palm Canyon Trail

4. Murray Canyon Trail
5. Andreas Canyon Trail
6. West Fork/Pelton Trail
7. Art Smith Trail

8. Boo Hoff Trail

9. Eagle Canyon Trail

10. Pond Trail

Trails Improved since the 1920's, 1930's and 1940's

1. Lykken Museum Trail
2. Maynard Mine Trail
3. Wildhorse Trail

4. Araby Trail

Trails Constructed by Desert Riders Prior to 1973

. Alexander Trail - 1963

. Garstin Trail - 1963

. Shannon Trail - 1964
Henderson Trail - 1968
Coffman Trail - 1968

. Berns Trail - 1971

. Lykken Trail North - 1972

N UnA W —

Trails Constructed by Desert Riders Prior to 1976
1. Victor Trail - 1974

Other Trails Constructed by Desert Riders

1. Hahn Trail

2. Bud Furer Trail
3. Clara Burgess
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September 4, 2002

COMMENTS ON COACHELLA VALLEY PLAN/EIS

Attention: James G. Kenna

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
690 West Gamet Avenue

Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260
Emisquez(@ca.blm.gov

Re: Dmﬁ EIS for the Proposed California Desert Conservation Area Plan
dl for the Coachella Valley and the Proposed Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto ins Trails Manag t Plan

Dear Mr. Kenna:

This firm represents the San Diego Off-Road Coalition (“SDORC™), the Off-Road
Business Association (“ORBA™), and the California Off-Road Vehicle Association (“CORVA"),
each of which is committed to preserving public recreational opportunities in the Coachella
Valley Planning Region of the California Desert Conservation Area (the “CDCA"). On behalf of
SDORC, ORBA, and CORVA, we have reviewed the Draft EIS for CDCA Plan Amendments
for the Coachella Valley (the “EIS™) to determine whether it complies with the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(“FLPMA™).

As we demonstrate below, the Coachella Valley EIS is defective in many respects and
fails to satisfy NEPA and FLPMA. For example, the document does not clearly articulate a
“preferred altemnative” or discuss intelligibly that alternative's potential impacts on the
environment. The reader is left to wonder what BLM has actually proposed and what will
happen when the preferred alternative (whatever it may be) is implemented. In addition, the EIS
continues the now-familiar patten of making sweeping, unsupported statements regarding off-
highway vehicle (“OHV") impacts on desert resources. The EIS also understates the effects that
some Alternatives will have on public recreation in the Coachella Valley, Finally, the EIS fails

109344 ONOO0S IS TINT 01
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to demonstrate that closing additional OHV routes and use arcas is necessary lo prolect or aid in
the recovery of any listed species, including the Desert Tortoise and the Peninsular Range
Bighom Sheep. Additional defects in the EIS are described in sections Il and Il of this
Comment Letter.

L NEPA AND FLPMA REQUIREMENTS
Al The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

NEPA (42 U.S.C. sections 4321, er seq.) was enacted in 1969 to “declare a
national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony | man and his
environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or elimi damage to the envi and
hmspherc and stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding of the

| and natural important to the Nation; and to establish a Council on
Envimnmcnul Quality.” 42 US.C. § 4321.

To meet this policy objective, NEPA imposes certain duties on federal agencies
when they are contemplating taking a “major Federal action™ that may have an impact on the
human environment. A “major Federal action™ is broadly defined and includes "[a]pprowl of
spnc:l'c projects, such as construction or g activities located in a defined
area,” as well as actions approved by permit or other regulatory decisions. 40 CFR § 1508 IS{h)
[4) Prior to I.aklng such an action, the federal agency must prepare a report which evaluates the
env q of that action. This report must “utilize a systematic
interdisciplinary approach which will i msure the mtegrated use of the natural and social sciences
and the environmental design arts in p g and in d king which may have an impact
on man’s environment.” 42 U.S.C. § ‘332{;\)

For smaller projects, the report may come in the form of an Environmental
Assessment (“EA"™), ultimately leading to a Finding of No Significant Impact (“FONSI”). 40
CFR § 1501.4. H r, for larger proj or for proj whose EA identifies potentially
significant impacts, the federal agency must prepare a more thorough report, known as an
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”). 40 CFR §1501.4. In compliance with this
requirement, BLM has prepared an EIS for the proposed Coachella Valley Plan.

Under NEPA, this EIS must describe the following: (1) the environmental impacts
of the proposed action; (2) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should

the proposal be impl 4; (3) al ives to the proposed action; (4) the relationship between
local short-term uses of man's environment and the mai and enh of long-term
productivity; and (5) any irreversible and irretrievabl i of which would be
109546.000009357297.01
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involved in the proposed action should it be implemented. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(c). Measures that
might mitigate the impacts of the proposed action must also be discussed in the report. 40CFR §
1502.13(1). And where there is a conflict over how certain public lands are to be used. NEPA
demands that the federal agency — in this case, BLM — “study, develop, and describe
appropriate alternatives to the recommended courses of action.” 42 U.S.C. § 4”215}‘. Perhaps
mast important of all, the EIS “shall serve as the means of assessing the environmental impact of
proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions already made.” 40 CFR § 1502.2(g).

The technical rigor with which the EIS is prepared is also dictated by statute. For
example. 40 CFR § 1502.24 provides that federal agencies

“shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the
discussions and analyses in envi | impact They shall
identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by
footnote 1o the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in
the statement.”

Further, the agency cannot duck this obligation by claiming that the v technical evidence
is incomplete or unavailable. In such situations, NEPA requires the following:
“(a) If the incomplete infc i 1 to bly bl

significant adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives and the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant, the
agency shall include the information in the environmental impact
statement.” 40 CFR § 1502.22(a).

If the cost to obtain the required information is “exorbitant,” the agency n:c’i nut msert it into the
document. However, in such situations, the agency must include the following in the EIS:

1 “tathl,

m a that such inft jon is i plete or H

(2) a staternent of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable

information to eval y for ble significant
adverse impacts on the human environment;

(3)  asummary of existing credible scientific evidence which is
relevant to evaluating the bly for ble significant
adverse impacts on the human environment; and
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(4)  the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical
P hor generally pted in the scientific
community. 40 CFR § 1502.22(b)(1).

Ultimately, the EIS must demonstrate that the agency has taken a “hard look™ at
the envi I ! of the proposed action, and has given full consideration to
altemnatives and mitigation measures that would eliminate, avoid, and/or sufficiently reduce those
impacts. If it fails to make such a demonstration, the EIS is legally inadequate and cannot

support the proposed action.

As will be discussed below, the Coachella EIS fails to provide adequate scientific
data with respect to the proposed “action™ and its envi | impacts, especially as those
impacts relate 1o public access and recreation. Further, the EIS fails to consider reasonable
alternatives and mitigation measures that would allow BLM to meet its conservation goals
without further restricting OHV use and the many recreational activities that depend on OHV
access. As a result, the EIS is legally deficient and may not be used to support the proposed
Coachella Plan,

B. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)

As its name indicates, the FLPMA was enacted in 1976 to give the Department of
the Interior, through BLM, the ability to set policy for and manage public lands owned by the
United States Government, including those located in California. However, BLM was not to set
policy and make management decisions on its own, but was to do so with input from the public.
43 U.S.C. § 1712(a) and (f).

Under the FLPMA, all BLM decisions must be guided by the “multiple use™ and
* inable yield" principles set forth in the statute's “Congressional declaration of policy." 43
U.S.C. §§ 1701(a)(7), 1732(a). The term “multiple use™ means the “management of the public
lands and their various resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best
meet the present and future needs of the American people . .. ." 43 U.S.C. § 1702(c). “Multiple
use” also means a “combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into account the
long-term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources, including but
not limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural
scenic, scientific and historical values . . . ." fbid. The FLPMA also requires that BLM protect
the environment while also providing “for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use” of
the public lands. 43 U.S.C. § 1701(a)(8).

To discharge its duties under the FLPMA, BLM must prepare management plans
setting forth the uses allowed on the various lands within BLM's jurisdiction. These plans must
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be developed with public involvement and must be consistent with the terms and conditions of
FLPMA. 43 US.C. § 1712(a). (Emphasis added).

When developing or revising a land use plan, BLM must observe the principles of

Itiple use and inable yield, and employ a “sy ic interdisciplinary approach to

achieve integrated consideration of physical, biological, economic, and other sciences.” 43

US.C. §1712(c). Further, BLM must make every effort to conform its land use plan with the

land use plans of state and local govemments. Ibid. Again, as we will demonstrate below, the
Coachella Plan and its EIS fail to satisfy these basic requirements of the FLPMA.

1L GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE EIS

A. The EIS Fails to Evaluate and Disclose the Coachella Plan’s Individual
and Cumulative Impacts On Recreation

Although Plan Altematives B and C propose to close numerous OHV routes and
restrict activity on many others, the EIS fails to assess the impacts of these closures and
restrictions on recreation. Incredibly, the EIS does not identify the name, length, and location of
each OHV route and play area that will be affected by these altematives. Worse, the EIS fails to
evaluate how many OHV users will be affected by the closures and route “redesignations.” Nor
does the EIS examine where these displaced OHV users will go to fulfill their recreational needs
once the proposed closures/redesignations go into effect.

But the most glaring defect of the EIS is its failure to analyze, disclose and
mitigate the cumulative recreation impacts of the Coachella Plan, NEMO Plan, NECO Plan and
the twelve “interim” closures BLM has implemented throughout the CDCA. The absence of an

deq) c lative imp analysis constitutes a violation of NEPA and renders the EIS
invalid as a matter of law,

Unfor ly, the lative loss of OHV recreation opportunities will have
effects well beyond those experienced by disappointed OHV enthusi Hikers, rock hounds,
hunters and equestrians — all of whom use OHVs to access their preferred desert recreation
areas — will also be adversely affected. Seniors, children, and persons with mobility problems
also rely heavily on OHVs to visit areas of the desert that they cannol reach easily or safely on
foot. With the Coachella Plan and the other closures implemented by BLM throughout the
CDCA, these less mobile individuals will be effectively removed from many of the most
interesting and beautiful parts of the California Desert. Again, this is an impact that the EIS
completely ignores,
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Safety impacts also have ped the attention of the EIS prep . By shutting
down OHV routes and thousands of acres of OHV recreation sites, the Coachella Plan will force
more and more OHV users onto smaller and smaller areas, increasing the potential for accidents
and other public safety problems. Given the incredible number of closures BLM has
impl d (or i s to impl ) throughout the CDCA, accidents and injuries in the few
remaining open areas are sure to increase. Mot only do the closures diminish the recreational and
aesthetic experience of the families who visit the desert with their OHVs, it will inevitably lead
to conflicts between users, the very thing that BLM is supposed to prevent. What BLM has
proposed — through the Coachella Plan, NEMO Plan, NECO Plan and the various other desent
closures — is a subtle but effective program to herd OHV users onto small “OHV ghettos,”
leaving the rest of the desert open only to those who engage in the kind of recreation preferred by
BLM (namely, endurance hiking and backpacking). All of this is being done under the guise of
the Endangered Species Act, even though the species targeted for protection — the Desert
Tortoise and Bighom Sheep — are not likely to benefit from the various land use plans or the
proposed OHV route closures,

B. The EIS Proposes Inadequate Mitigation for the Coachella Plan's
Impacts on Recreation

Because the EIS fails to meaningfully assess the Coachella Plan’s impacts on
OHV use and other recreational activities, it also fails to provide adequate mitigation for those
impacts. Although Alternatives B and C of the Plan will close a multitude of OHV routes and
use areas, the Plan includes no new routes to compensate for these losses. Nor does the EIS
explain why altemative routes could not be identified and incorporated into the Plan. Given that
FLPMA requires BLM to provide for OHV recreation, and given that NEPA requires BLM to
develop and ider feasible mitigation measures to reduce all foresecable impacts, the lack of
mitigation for recreation losses constitutes a violation of both of these statutes.

I1II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE EIS
A, EIS Introduction
1. Purpose and Need

It is clear that this plan amendment for Coachella Valley is being driven
by the settlement agreement struck by BLM and the Center for Biological Diversity (“CBD") to
end their Endangered Species Act litigation in January, 2001. And for that reason, the proposed
plan should only address those issues implicated in that litigation. CBD sued BLM for its
failure to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (the “USFWS'") regarding the
existing CDCA Plan’s potential effects on recently listed d and th d speci
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such as the Desert Tortoise and the Peninsular Range Bighom Sheep. Therefore, the “purpose™
of the Coachella EIS should be to determine whether the current CDCA Plan creates
unaccepiable impacts on listed species found on BLM lands in Coachella Valley. Nothing more
is required.

2. Recovery of Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep

At page 1-8, the EIS correctly states that “[r]ecovery, or the arrest or
reversal of the decline of an endangered or threatened species, is the comerstone and ultimate
purpose of the endangered species program.” Please indi how the proposed reduction in
OHV use areas and trails in Coachella Valley will aid in the recovery of the Peninsular Ranges
Bighom sheep. Please identify the technical studies demonstrating that OHV use in the affected
areas is currently having an adverse effect on the bighomn sheep.

3 Draft 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan.

Please identify the receptor sites that recorded the PMI0 exceedance
during the vears 1999-2001. Further, please identify the causes, if known, of these exceedances.
They seem anomalous given that Coachella Valley from 1993 to 1998 had no exceedances of the
PM10 standard. Also, we note that the compliance strategies of the Draft Implementation Plan
do not call for a reduction in OHV use. This indi that OHV r is not a major source
of PM10 in Coachella Valley. If quantitative data suggest a contrary conclusion, please identify
and provide that data.

B. Alternatives

1. No Clear Preferred Alternative: At page 2-2, the EIS states that

“The BLM preferred alternative of an Iy of plan
elemenis chosen from three alternatives (A through C). The preferred
alternative for each plan el is highlighted in the “S y of

Altenatives™ table and identified in the following narrative description of the
altematives.” (Emphasis added.)

NEPA does not permit BLM to propose a preferred alternative that is an

“amalgamation” of bits and pieces selected from other alternatives. Mot only does such a “patch-

work™ al ive render the proposed action uninmlligibla to the reader, il frustrates one’s
attempt to properly assess the “preferred” al ve's i on the envi

Furthermore, the EIS makes no attempt to evaluate the “selected” plan elements as they interact

wnh one another. In other words, each preferred “element” is analyzed individually, without

ing it into the melange of other preferred “elements.” No one knows how these various

L
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elements will actually work together, or what their combined and interactive effect upon the
environment may be. As a result, the EIS fails to meet the most basic requirement of NEPA,
which is to describe the proposed action clearly and to assess its impacts on the human
environment.

2. Alternative B: Table 2-6b (pg. 2-19) indicates that under Altemative B,
three existing OHV use areas would be eliminated — Windy Point, [ron Door, and Indio Hills.
However, the EIS does not provide a biological or natural resource justification for these
closures. Please identify and provide the data, if any, demonstrating that closing Windy Point,
Iron Door, and/or Indio Hills will result in benefits to protected species.

3 OHY Route Designations Under Alternatives B and C: According to
Tables 2-7b and 2-Te, Altemnative B would cause an additional 26 miles of OHV routes 1o be
closed, and Alternative C would cause an additional 46 miles of OHV routes to be closed.
However, the precise routes slated for closure under each of these two altermatives are not
identified. This information is critical to determining (a) the need for the closures, and (b) the
impacts of those closures on recreation. Without this data, the EIS is inadequate. Therefore,
please identify the specific routes to be closed under Alternative B and Altemnative C, and
indicate what data support the need for such closures. Also, please indicate how many OHVs
use the affected routes.

4. Recovery Strategy for Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep: At page 2-
25, the EIS indicates that as part of the bighom sheep recovery strategy, BLM will manage road
use to reduce “habitat frag ion or inter with bighom sheep resource use patterns.”
However, the EIS does not indicate which roadways - paved or unpaved — ly of to
fragment bighomn sheep habitat or interfere with sheep movements near key rmur:es Also, the
EIS fails to |denut'y the data which demonstrate that such fra and interfe are
taking place in Coachella Valley. Finally, we note that predati - particularly of
mountain lions — is not listed among the recovery stmcsics common to all altematives.” This
is a significant omission, given that mountain lions kill a substantial number of bighom sheep in
Coachella Valley.

s. Effects of Research Activity on Biglwrn Sheep: It is ironic that the
research techniques currently employed by biologist: the bigh sheep - e.g.,
helicopter surveys, extensive human handling of lambs - dlsrupt the sheep more directly than
any other human activity. One must question whether the data obtained Emm this kind of
research has much value, since the sheep adjust their behavior, i dically, in resp
to the scientists and their activities. Perhaps too much scientific intervention and
are hampering the bighomn sheep recovery effort. Certainly, highly disruptive activities such as
low-altitude helicopter surveys affect the sheep more profoundly than do a few OHVs traveling
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slowly in the dnst:lnce. Whereas blghnrn sh:ep Icam over time, to avoid estahinshed travel
routes, thereby di hi 1 contact or interf such avoid tech are not
available to the sheep when helicopters are monitoring them. The helicopters are expressly
deployed to track the sheep, wherever they may wander or seek refuge.

6. OHYV Impacts on the Bighorn Sheep: Under Preferred Alternative B,
bighomn sheep recovery strategies include the following: “3. BLM will seek to reduce impacts
resulting from all land uses including trail use, motorized vehicles, permitted uses, utility
cormmidors, communication sites, a variely of casual uses, and research . . . ." Please identify
where motorized vehicles are having a negative effect on bighom sheep; and please provide all
data to support that claim.

C. Alffected Environment

1. Chuckwalla Bench ACEC: At page 3-1, the EIS indicates that the
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC was blished *for its ptional desert ise densities, the
highest in the Sonoran Desert, and as a rich relic representative of Sonoran Desert with a full
compliment of wildlife and plant species, including several rare plants.” However, the EIS fails
to disclose that over the last 10 years, the Desert tortoise population in the Chuckwalla Bench
ACEC has declined sharply due to shell disease. This information should be included, as it more
accuralely describes the existing conditions of the “Affected Environment.”

r'3 Potentially New or Expanded ACECs: In section 3.1.2, the EIS
describes three p ially new or expanded ACECs — Dos Palmas, Upper Mission Creek, and
Coachella Valley. However, the EIS indicates that none of these three potential ACECs
currently meets the “relevance” criteria set by 43 CFR 1610.7-2(a). Please indicate whether this
means that BLM does not, at this time, intend to designate these three areas as ACECs as part of
this amendment to the CDCA Plan. Also, please identify what steps BLM intends to take toward
establishing ACECs in these locations in the future.

3. Wild and Scenic River Designations: The EIS's discussion of Wild and
Scenic Rivers is hopelessly confusing and should be rewritten to answer two simple questions:
(1) Are there rivers within BLM-controlled land that are eligible for Wild and Scenic River
designation? and (2) if so, are any such rivers lo receive that designation pursuant to this
amendment to the CDCA?

4. Proposed Plan's Impacts on R.S. 2477 Routes: The EIS acknowledges
that certain existing routes in the Coachella Valley Planning Area may be subject to “rights-of-
way” granted under R.S. 2477. The EIS also recognizes that some of the trail closures proposed
under the Coachella Valley Plan may affect existing R.S. 2477 routes. However, the EIS fails to
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identify the affected routes and further fails to amalyze the p | conflict b the
proposed closures and the rights of those persons/entities that have been granted permanent road
access by R.S. 2477. This is important information that should be set forth in the EIS.

5. “Essential™ Bighorn Sheep Habitat: At page 3-28, the EIS states that

"[w]nhm essential Peninsular Ranges bighom sheep habitat, there are 153 miles of primary trails

(Emphasis Added) Please explain the distinction, if any, between formally-designated
“cnllcal" habitat and “essential” habitat.

6. Current OHY Use in Coachella Valley: At page 3-29, under the
heading “Off-Highway Vehicle Use,” the EIS states that

“There are four locations on federally owned public lands in the Coachella
Valley which have historically received off-highway vehicle use, some for
as long as 40 years. The four areas [Windy Point, Indio Hills, Iron Door,
and Drop 31] cover about 3,800 acres and have become informally
established by use rather than by design or by designation.”

This statement suggests that OHV use in Coachella Valley is 1 to these four locations,
which is false. The EIS should include a full listing of the trails and use areas that serve OHV
recreation — not just the four most popular sites.

7. Air Quality Impacts Along Route Network: At page 3-32, the EIS
indicates that the route network on the floor of the Coachella Valley is “currently affected by the
non-attainment status of the Coachella Valley under the Clean Air Act, in part due to dust
emissions from unpaved routes and off-highway vehicle use.” This statement is confusing. It
fails to describe the manner in which the routes on the floor of Coachella Valley are “affected”
by the entire air basin’s non-attainment status for PM10. Nor does it explain what restrictions, if
any, apply to these routes due to air quality concems. Finally, the EIS does not describe
quantitatively how much PM10 is emitted by OHVs using the affected route network on the floor
of Coachella Valley. In order to support the air quality claims set forth in the EIS, BLM must
obtain data showing what impacts, if any, OHV's have on the threshold velocity (*TV™) for wind
erosion. Without this infi ion, the EIS is defici

8. " OHV R : Also at page 3-32, the EIS states that BLM
has closed or intends to close “red (or multiple) routes leading to the same location.”
Please identify these allegedly “redundant” routes and explain the criteria used to establish their
redundancy.

9. Declines in Bighorn Sheep Populations: At page 3-40, the EIS indicates
that over the last 26 years, the population of Peninsular Ranges Bighorn sheep has declined from
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1.100 animals to about 300. The EIS auributes that decline to a variety of causes — disease,
automobile collisions. mountain lion attacks, exotic plant invasion, toxic plant ingestion,
competition with cattle, habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation, and recreational
disturbance. Missing from this list, however, is disturbance from research activities such as
helicopter surveys and human handling. The list is also deficient for another reason: It makes no
attempt to rank by severity the various causes of bighomn sheep montality. For example, our
review of the technical data suggests that mountain lion predation is a far more common cause of
bighorn sheep mortality than toxic plant ingestion or recreational disturbance. Please provide
data showing how many bighom sheep have been killed by mountain lions versus those killed by
motor vehicles and toxic plant ingestion. Also, how many acres of habitat do 1,100 bighom
sheep require? What level of habitat disturbance and fragmentation renders the habitat
unsuitable for the sheep? In what way is the currently-available habitat inadequate to support a
population of this size?

10.  Stabilization of Bighorn Sheep Populations: At page 3-40, the EIS
states that “in the last four years, the population has stabilized and appears to be increasing.”
Please identify and provide the data that support this statement. Also, please identify where in
Coachella Valley population declines have been arrested and/or reversed, and by what means.

11.  OHYV Contributions to PM10 Emissions: At page 3-48, the EIS states
that, based on 1995 air quality data, “man-made and natural dust causing activities, such as
agricultural tilling in fields, construction and demolition operations, or driving on paved or
unpaved roads account for 96%" of PM10 emissions in the Coachella Valley.” However, the
EIS fails to describe in quantitative terms the emissions createdl by each of these sources.
Recreational users of Coachella Valley are especially interested to know how much PMI10 is
caused by OHVs traveling on unpaved roads. Please provide this information, complete with
monitoring data.

12, PMI10 Levels From 1999 to 2001: Al page 3-49, the EIS indicates that
from 1999 through 2001, the Indio itoring site regi exceed of the PM10 annual
average standard. Please rank the contributing causes of these exceedances. Also, please
indicate whether emissions from unpaved OHV routes contributed to the exceedances registered
at the Indio monilon'ng station. Please identify those OHV routes. The EIS also states thal
“special monltonng at other sites confirmed that PM10 dards are led il
Coachella Valley." Please identify these other monitoring sites and provide the emissions data
compiled at each one.

13.  PMI0 Violations in Morongo Valley: Al page 3-50, the EIS claims that
OHV use is a major cause of PM10 in the Mojave Desert Air Basin, including Morongo Valley.
Please provide the data that support this claim.
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+ D. Environmental Effects of the Proposed Amendment
J
al L Wild and Scenic Rivers: Please explain why casual motorized-vehicle
e use along the Dry Wash route must be eliminated to protect the river values of BLM-managed
lands in Palm Canyon. The EIS suggests that such values “could be threatened by lled

motor-vehicle intrusion.” Please provide evidence that current motor-vehicle use is degrading
river values in Palm Canyon and requires more “controls.” In addition, on page 4-27, the EIS
claims that designation of BLM ged river segments as Wild and Scenic Rivers would result
in no substantive impacts on ru:reatmn. however, there is no data to back this up. In fact, the
EIS states that “protective management” measures Wl" likely be required at Whitewater Canyon,
Mission Creek, and Palm Canyon. These p ve — as well as their
impacts on recreation — should be clearly described in the EIS.

Pc
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i Meccacopia SRMA: At page 4-13, the EIS indi that a R
Area Management Plan (“RAMP") will be developed for the Meccacopia SRMA. However, the
EIS fails to disclose when such a RAMP will be developed or what restricti if any, will be

PC
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imposed on OHV use in the SRMA while the RAMP is being prepared. The EIS implies that
there is a need to control the current type and intensity of OHV use in and around the proposed
SRMA, but this is not explained in the d Therefore, please describe the effects of OHV
use on the proposed SRMA and provide the data, that demonstrate those effects. In other words,
please provide evidence showing a need for an SRMA at this location.

3 OHYV Use and Soil Erosion: At page 4-25, the EIS states that OHV use
causes soils erosion and must be properly regulated and monitored to reduce erosion impacts.
On the next page, however, the EIS states that OHV routes in Coachella are “typically located
within natural drainages or sand washes and are used on a very low frequency or level of
intensity.” This suggests that OHVs contribute minimally to any perceived soils erosion problem
in Coachella Valley. To resolve the conflict between the two statements, please provide all data
regarding OHV impacts on soils in the Coachella Valley.
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4, Land Health Standards and Air Quality: At page 4-27, the EIS
includes the following paragraph regarding Land Health Standards and air quality:
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“Actions relati ifically to the g of recreation in
accordance with reglonai land health dards developed in Itati

with the Califomia Desert Advisory Council are not specified
(Alternatives A, B, and C). Where recreational activities adversely affect
soils, native species, riparian/wetland and stream function, water quality,

and air quality to the degree that such standards are not met or cannot be
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mel, mitigation measures would be developed to reduce the impacts to
acceptable levels. However, no recreational activities or recreation
sites have been specifically identified as noncompliant with these
standards, hence no changes in the B t of such activities are
proposed. Therefore, adoption of the regional land health standards
proposed under these altemmatives results in no adverse impacts to

recreation.” (Emphasis added.)

This is a stariling statement — one which throws into question the need for any “Coachella”
amendment to the CDCA plan at all. If no recreational activities or sites have been shown to
violate established standards for “soils, native species, riparian/wetland and stream function,
water quality, and air quality,” there is no justification for the Plan’s proposed reductions in
recreation opportunities. The EIS admits this and states that no activities or sites have been
identified as pliant with these is, and that “no ch in the 2! of such
activities are proposed.” However, the EIS later contradicts itself, stating that “[c]hanges in
recreational uses would be required in some instances to meet habital conservation objectives
(Alternatives B and C)." (EIS, at p. 4-28.) Such inconsistent statements make the EIS
unintelligible. One cannot tell what is actually being proposed in terms of “changes” to the
current palate of recreational opportunities in Coachella Valley. Nor can one discem the reasons
for such changes. To cure I.hls problem, each speclfc change must be set forth in the EIS, along
with an of its imp on Further, the EIS should explain why each
individual change is necessary. For example, the EIS should disclose which habitat conservation
objectives, if any, are not being met as a result of OHV recreation. The EIS should also provide
the technical data that demonstrate OHV use is a significant cause of noncompliance. Without
this infe the EIS is inadeq

5. Plan’s Impacts on OHY Recreation: When discussing the Plan’s
impacts on recreation and motor-vehicle access (section 4.1.4 and 4.1.5) the EIS fails to identify
a “preferred” altemative. As a result, one is left to wonder what BLM is actually proposing and
what effects the Plan will have on OHV-related recreation. For example, the use restrictions
contemplated under Altematives B and C are drastic when compared to those set forth in
Alternatives A and D. Nevertheless, the EIS does not bother to explain which of these four
alternatives is the preferred one. This is a serious defect in the document and should be
corrected. Indeed, one of the structural flaws of the EIS is its failure to (1) identify the specific
recreational uses that will be affected by the Pla.n (2) descnbc the pmrposod changes in detail,
and (3) examine the impacts of each p q ly, the EIS does not
demonstrate that BLM has taken a “hard Iook" at such |mpacts, as required by NEPA.

109544 009 IS TIHT 00

LAY OFFICES OF

FROCOPIO, CORY, HAROREAVES & SAVITCH LLP

Pc 104

Pc
ooz

Pc 017

Mr. James G. Kenna
B of Land M
September 4, 2002
Page 14

B

6. ‘Water Resources/Quality and OHV Use: [n section 4.1.7, the EIS
discusses the Plan’s impacts on Water Resources and Water Quality. As part of this discussion,
the EIS states that the “Proposed amendment to the CDCA Plan would reduce the number and
miles of available routes of travel for motorized vehicles to 60 miles from the current 133 miles,
thereby reducing by more than half the miles available for this activity.” This statement raises a
variety of questions. First, which Altemative - A, B, or C - contemplates the closure of 73 miles
of OHV routes? Why are such closures being pmposed if th= level of OHV use along these
routes is relatively low and is not ing f g g habitat conservation, species
recovery, air quality, water quality, and soils conservation? Why does the EIS constantly
contradict itself on the issue of OHV route closures? ©@n page 4-27, the EIS states that no
recreational activity or site ly violates blished lards for the g and
protection of soils, water quality, air quality, habitat, or species, and that no changes to
recreational activities are proposed. Then, just 19 pages later, the EIS discloses that more than
half of the existing OHV routes will be closed. Such grossly inconsistent statements render the
EIS worthless as an informational document.

7. OHY Impacts on Soil and Biological Resources: At page 4-51, the EIS
claims that under Alternative B "1040 acres of public land in the Drop 31 off-highway vehicle
open area would be exposed to 1  soil ion and native vegetation loss.” H
the EIS includes no data to back up this claim. What evidence demonstrates that OHV use al
Drop 31 is accelerating soil erosion? What plant surveys show that OHV use has damaged
native vegetation in this area? The EIS goes on to state that “{u]nder Alternatives A and D, 3800
acres of public land would be available for open off-highway vehicle use, and would be exposed
to accelerated soil erosion, native vegetation loss, crushing of native plants and animals, and
crushing of burrows.” Again, the EIS fails to support this statement with any data. Indeed, we
are not aware that BLM or any other credible person or agency has studied the effects of OHV
recreation in the “open” use areas of Coachella Valley. Site-specific data regarding net soil loss
at OHV use areas should be compiled and analyzed. As a component of this analysis, BLM
should compare soil loss at OHV areas to soil loss at “control” (i.e., low use ) sites. This will
ensure that the resulting data is reliable. In addnhun, any plant studles that compare vegetation in
closed versus open OHV areas must be d d to allow repli

8. OHYV Impacts on Bighorn Sheep and Other Sensitive Species: As
alluded to above, the EIS alleges that OHV's destroy many protected species that reside in the
planning area — including the Desert Tortoise and the Coachella milkvetch. (EIS, at pg. 4-51.)
The EIS also suggests that OHV use interferes with Bighom sheep behavior and contributes to
the spread of noxious weeds in Coachella Valley. Nowhere, however, does the EIS set forth the
data that support these allegations. Instead, at page 4-51 the EIS cites two general studies
regarding impacts on bighom sheep; but neither is specific to Coachella Valley and cannot be
used to support claims that OHV routes in Coachella are having a negative effect on the sheep.
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9. Tamarisk Eradication and Bighorn Sheep Recovery: Some of the
studies cited in the EIS suggest that tamarisk have invaded many natural springs in the Coachella
Valley. reducing the amount of drinking water available to bighomn sheep. These same studies
indicate that diminished access to drinking water may be a leading cause of declines in sheep
populations. In light of these findings. BLM should immediately begin removing tamarisk from
these watering holes so that they can be reestablished for the benefit of the sheep. This seems a
more direct and promising approach to species recovery than many of the other measures
described in the Plan/EIS.

10.  Effect of Human Presence on M Lion Pred : Al page 4-57,
the EIS explains that * in lion predation on bighom sheep can have a significant impact on
small populations,” such as those that reside in the Coachella Valley. However, the EIS does not
discuss whether and to what extent humans who visit Coachella Valley (with or without OHVs)
operate to deter mountain lion predation. That is, the EIS does not analyze whether reducing the
“human presence” in the Coachella Valley will increase the number of mountain lion attacks on
bighom sheep.

11.  Ability of Bighorn Sheep to Recolonize Habitat: At page 4-58, the EIS
states that (1) bighom sheep “are g lly poor colonizers of available habitat because habitat
use pattems are leamed from experienced animals (Risenhoover 1988)," and (2) once ewes
“discontinue use of a particular area, it may be difficult for inexperienced sheep to establish (sic)
in this area.” Elsewhere in the EIS, BLM also acknowledges that efforts to relocate bighorn
sheep have met with little success. In light of these facts, why does the proposed Plan seek to
reclaim more habitat for the bighom sheep? If the sheep will not recolonize an area on their
own, and if they will not thrive when forcibly relocated to new areas, how will the sheep benefit
from proposed additi to their existing habitat? In shor, it makes no sense to close long-
established recreation areas for the benefit of the sheep if the sheep will not colonize them,

12. OHYV Use and Fugitive Dust: At page 4-68, the EIS indicates that under
Alternatives A and D, “2,360 acres of ‘open’ off-highway vehicle areas would generate PM10
emissions upwind of sensitive receptors, with average weekly usage ranging from 320 to 600
vehicles during the cooler months.” Unfortunately, the EIS does not include monitoring data
showing how much PM10 is actually resuspended as a result of OHV use in these “open™ areas.
Nor does the EIS identify the downwind “sensitive receptors” or indicate how close they are to
the OHV sites. Without this information, and without a “wind-rose" to indicate the strength and
direction of the prevailing winds, it is impossible to determine whether OHV use contributes
significantly (or at all) to the PM10 levels registered at any sensitive receptor in Coachella
Valley.
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V. CONCLUSION

As demonstrated above, the EIS is defective and inadequate as a matter of law. NEPA
requires that the conclusions drawn in the EIS be supported by scientific/technical evidence; but
the Coachella EIS includes almost no scientific/technical data at all. NEPA requires that the EIS
disclose and eval the imp of the proposed project; but the Coachella EIS fails to identify
key impacts and poorly analyzes those impacts it does identify.

Sincerely,

Mopeltt

David P. Hubbard

DPH/air

cc:  Gale A. Norton, U.S. Secretary of the Interior
Mike Pool, State Director, Bureau of Land Management
Roy Denner, ORBA
Ed Waldheim, California Off-Road Vehicle Association
Julie Allen, San Diego Off-Road Coalition
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Sierra Club

RECEIVED wisting wilderness lands. To hopa fo prevent OHVs lrom crossing over into the wilderness |s a pipe \’t‘
San GOTQOlliD Cllaptcr BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT ok They sready cross ever en & regular basis and by designating the area a legal use ares would | O ‘_"!
bate the situation. More OHVS would just mean more problemas.
- mnel S Thermms ol {Cosnties 02 AUG 30 MM 1I:09 only exacerba "
g Molor Vehicla AccessiPoute Designations: Currently The Dunn Rload and e Access Routes me closed,
PALM SPRINGS-SOUTH COAST primariy by locked gates, secondary by signage. Addonsl closures have bean mads by private
RESOUR REA Inndowners. The reasons for these closures are many, bul mainly revolve around PBS lsues. Use of the
Dunn Road is considerad 1o ba a major Iaclor in the decline of PBS (refer 1o The Recovery Fian), The best
Son b by e nu:.dd'm u::mhmt;:wmh
Escuela, be no longer an endangered species. The Dunn "
et £ e Eomsaemiion Eonmbian ;ﬁ?m CA 92202 access 1oute from Pinyon should ba opan as far north of the BLM gale in Section 18 for al a location to
Sierra Chub, 'mclmp ' mm;u ' be determined by the Recovery Team). This portion of the road is not within the seascnal closure areas
mlw'm Fax (780) 3223185 and would provide access o seversl ralls in the ares thal are also nol subject 1o seasonal closure. The
o ' Mp..m-ummmwummmm\hdmmwgmmhwm.:
Carizzo and the common boundary of sections 32 and 33 would not be appropriste, given e
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Drafl CDCA Plan Amendment for the Coachedlla
Valley snd the Draft Sanis Rosa and San Jacinto Mowntains Trails Managemaent Plan, sistus of PES. Additionally there should be no commarcial use of the Dunn Road.

The DEIS altempls lo do several things In one docurment (The COCA Plan and The Tralls Management
Plan) which sie 2 sepaiate lsues thal ate only partially relaled. These lssues are hurther complicaled by
the relationships to other plans, and it is my bebel thal these mulliple ssues shoutd have been sddressed
in muttiple documaents. Accordingly | will address the lssues separalely.

Other Aoads. There ae many spur roads and off-road routes that have been developed off the Powerline
Foad In the Big Motongo Canyon ACEC, Thess all should ba blocked and closed lo remain in compliance
with existing sl ACECs, A y ol roads in the Snow Creek and Windy Poinl asreas
should be closed to help prevent Megsl oft road vehicle use,

Pc col
pctPc Pc 159
146 (45

Wikdamess: Wilderness kssues were nol addressed. There are many thousands of scres of wildemess
The Traits Management Plan. quality Iancls In the Pian Area. Many of A Yo and po 4 IHI obs Moas
Al this siage it is almost Impossibie to review the proposed atlematives as they are presented. due to the in Joshua Tree National Park and should "'m':":';" N N M”"""q"""h Y *
fact that neg are ongoing regarding species with the Wildife Agencies and that The "'"-U'P"""“"“'o':“’"""’r""a""‘“"’""' L evemesd n'o
Traits - Plan is being prepared as an slemant of the CVMSHCP.The development of the southern boundary of Joshya Tree National Park.
CVMSHCP s s1ifl very much a work in progress and it may ba months (or even years) before it is approved
wnd adopted. There ks a growing possibility that it may fad and nol be sdoplod at slil. Additionally the Agus Sincarely.
Caliente Tribe are proparing their own MSHCP which may have different plans los tradls use on thedr lands
mnd lands to be acquired by the tribe from BLM.

Jofl Morgan.

1 the CVMSHCF Inils of is adopled in a weakened lorm [LE. major cilies withdrawing and no longer a part) Vice Chalrman, )
of in m manner that it fads 1o five up 1o it's nama by not giving sufficient protection to species and habitat, Tahquitz Group Conservation Commitiee.

it coudd be open to legal challenges thal would probably prove to be lerminal for the plan.

If the CVMSHCP is nol completed of fails. the Trails Management plan defsults lo a biclogical assessment.
The biclogical opinion for thal assessment has not been finalized and there has been no public review
jprocess

The range of alternatives goes from minimal change (A) to do nothing (D), with the BLM preferred
alternative (B). Many of these alternalives may not be in compliance with the PBS Recovery Plan and
should be re-drafled.

The CDCA Plan

Wild and Scenic Rivers: All eligible segmaenis should be added o the National Wikd and Scenic Rivers
System. To leave them out when we have an opportunity include them sl this planning stage is cleartly
wiong

Arens of Criticel Environmental Concern: The Upper Mission Cresk sres should be designated as an
ACEC. This would provide a grealer level of protection 1o this unique sren and would link the
and ! E

Cs = iegional wildlifa corridor. Additionally, expansion of the
[Dos Paimas ACEC should be the preferred course of sction,

Pc_Pc
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L= Rilities: Ci of new sites or should not be permitted
within conservalion sess. Additionally new ulility coridors should nol be designated, Very carebul study
wnd sssessment should be required lor any new facliies lo be localed on BLM lands.

pe pec
ofe o1

Grazing: The Whitewster Grazing Allotment has nol had sny use since 1909 and the lands are showing
some recovery. To allow more lime, 10 moe years, and then reconsider grazing does nol maks any
sense. This grazing allotment should be retired now In il's entivety. It should be noted that although the
text in the Draft Plan shows Al tive “A’, ma the p it tive the map (Fig. 2-8) shows Allemalive
T’ (the entire sliotmaent deleled) as the prelerred allernative.

&

PC
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Motorized vehicle arens: There are currently na open OHV sreas within the plan ares. Any such curent

3 il b5 within the boundaries of the Sania Aosa and San Jacinlo Mountsing National Monument which by
lew prohibits such use. Other sreas such as Willow Hole/Edom Hill and Sky Valley have endangered
species issues. Iron Door has adiscen! privale property righls problems and "Drop 31" ls adjacent lo
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September 5, 2002

Jim Kenna, Field Manager
BLM PS- South Coast FO
POB 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 92258

BY FAX - ORIGINIAL BY MAIL

for the C

hella Valley, Draft Trails Plan and DEIS

The following are Sierra Club comments on the BLM Draft EIS/CDCA Plan

di for the Coachella Valley/Santa Rosa & San Jacinto Trails Plan (“the Plan" -+
or “the DEIS”). We hereby incorporate our earlier written or verbal comments on this I (4]
d and its el ; L)

The Plan as a whole is lacking in the requisite information on which to judge its
various alternatives. BLM contends that this is not an “action level” plan and
therefore specific information is not needed. We disagree. How can a reviewer
possibly weigh the effects of proposed restrictions on camping near water source
for Peninsular bighorn sheep (PBS) when their water source have not been

mapped? How can a reviewer weigh the effect of BLM’s habitat conservation &
areas when they clearly depend on the boundaries proposed in the upcoming
Coachella Valley MSHCP? How can a reviewer judge the potential affects of -
proposed route designations and OHV areas on adj isting or proposed
wilderness areas when neither the proposed open eas or adj

sensitive areas have not been adequately mapped? Maps and data are entirely
missing for some issues, or for other issues are too large a scale and do not give
adequate reference points to be understandable. Most importantly, information on
interrelated habitat plans is not yet available.

pc' Pc
ook 003

Initially, and throughout the Coachella Valley MSHCP planning process, BLM
announced its i ion to produce this Plan simul ly with the Coachell
Valley MSHCP (“*CVMSHCP”). By its own admission, BLM has rushed forward
to complete this plan ahead of schedule, simply to avoid having to perform route
designations and close one road, the trespass road across BLM land from Royal
Carrizo to the Dunn Road. In other parts of the California Desert, BLM has done
route designations in the absence of a full Plan amendment for the area in the )
West Mojave. We object to BLM pursuing this Plan d p ely, it 1]
is impossible to weigh its effects wiifidutthe CVMSHCP information on which o

coe

CALIFORNIA / NEVADA REGIONAL CONSERVATION DESERT COMMITTEE
Protecting the Desert

this amendment relies. Emails between Sierra Club and BLM regarding this issue
are hereby incorporated by reference. Thus, BLM has now produced a Plan that
is out of sync with the other interrelated habitat plan(s). It is unable to provide
essential information on which to judge the effectiveness of this Plan.

As outlined above, the public does not have adequate information to review the
proposed alternatives without reviewing them in context with the Coachella
Valley MSHCP, which won't be released until next year. Many trail management
actions are dependent on the CVMSHCP. More importantly, information on the
proposed CVMSHCP reserve design, boundaries and i pl i s is
needed in order to analyze the Plan’s proposed route d ions, special area
designations, etc.

- Not only is it necessary to analyze the Plan in context with the MSHCP; it is

ial to analyze it in with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
("ACBCI") HCP. Management of resources on BLM land does not occur in a
vacuum. ACBCI lands constitute a large and integral part of the Peninsular
ranges ecosystem in the Plan. See the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mtns National
Monument map, herein incorporated by reference. Regarding Wild Horse and
Burro Management, the Plan does propose coordination with the Tribe, but
generally the Plan ignores Tribal lands and actions in its analysis.

- Under Conservation Objectives at 2-9 and 10, the Plan states that BLM lands
were categorized based on habitat types and that objectives were established to
meet the resource needs of each type. Only a map of “General Habitat Types” is
given. The Plan gives no further elucidation as to what sensitive, threatened or

jangered species are I 1 therein, and where they are located, what
percentage of historic habitat is represented, whether or not it is viable or
frag d, what the existing or proposed land uses are, etc. There are roughly
two dozen species slated to be covered by the CVMSHSP. The Plan gives no the
reviewer no specifics on which to judge its conservation objectives, special area
designations, etc.

- The Plan states that conservation areas refers to special designations “within the
conservation system approved by BLM in support of the CVMSHCP”
[abbreviation added). What does that mean? Is this “conservation system” the
same, or is it more or less than the CVMSHC. Does the “Potential Coachella
Valley Wildlife Management Area” coincide with the Fish & Wildlife Service
proposed CVMSHCP reserve design, some smaller iteration, or neither? The
Plan’s language is ambiguous,and the text and maps are inadequate, and , again,
CVMSHCP preferred preserve bound, ies are not yet available.

- PP 2-29 and 2-30 are missing from a number of copies of this Plan. We had to
request them. These pages contained the Plan Mai , Plan Imp
and Policy and Management Guidelines. How many copies of the Plan were
short?
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The 2000 Recovery Plan fm Bighorn Shccp in the Peninsular Ranges, California,
made specific r 1. for | trail closures in the Coachella Valley
area in order to promote recovery of PBS. Plan fails to analyze a full range of

| ives for Trails M Specifically, there is no Recovery Plan
Alternative for trails. BLM contends that the Recovery Plan is only a guidance
document and that it is not necessary to reflect its recommendations as written.
However, the Recovery Plan represents years of works by PBS biologists having
decades of experience, and it is very specific on the subject of recreational trails
around the Coachella Valley Therefore, Sierra Club and the wildlife agencies
have repeatedly requested that there be a Recovery Plan alternative that follows
the Recovery Plan accurately. Instead, the Plan proposes a watered down version
of the current condition (Alt A), a watered-down version of the Recovery Plan
(Alt B), and then makes a quantum leap to a “shut everything down" version (Alt
C), and then gives No Action (Alt D). This leaves the reviewer with an “all or
nothing™ type of choice regarding recreational trails in PBS habitat. Moreover,
the reviewer receives no accurate idea of what the Recovery Plan actually
recommends, or how its specific dations would compare with the
altered versions presented in the Plan

At 1-15 and 16, the document fails to name the Recovery Plan as one of the
policy documents guiding this Plan/DEIS.

The Plan’s discussion of the Sikes Act Plan is not informative. The Plan purports
to fulfill the Sikes Act Plan objectives, yet the Sikes Plan called for removing
trespass roads and trails, The Dunn Road was built in trespass, and BLM sued
Mike Dunn regarding this trespass in the 1970s. Yet the Plan proposes to
maintain this trespass road. This inconsistency has to be analyzed.

The Plan also alludes to certain “modifications” of the Sikes Act Plan it proposes.
What are these modifications? The Plan needs to spell that out.

The Plan needs to report that the monitoring dm. sathered during the two seasons
of vol y closures d that the | do not work. Data
has shown that there is a high percentage ofdnaregm.l of these voluntary closures,
On busy trails, such as Art Smith, large numbers of trail users oommue to
disregard the voluntary closures and inue to in prime lambing and
parturition habitat during the lambing season. The environmental amlym fails to
acknowledge this fact and to analyze its probable impact to PBS if it continues to
occur. We hereby incorporate Sheep Ambassador and law enfi ranger

ds by ref L h , the Plan should provide this information, or at
least an objective summary of it, to the public for review.

The Plan’s information about the current required voluntary closures is
incomplete. Closure of Cathedral Canyon itself, in addition to Cathedral Canyon
Trail, is required by the Stipulation among BLM and Sierra Club/Center for

Pc
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Biological Diversity/PEER (“Stipulation™). The Stipulation also calls for hot
season closures, and advisories. The Plan needs to be accurate in its presentation
of the existing situation, which will remain in force until the completion of the
CVMSHCP.

In the event that the CYMSHCP is not completed, at 2-25 the Plan asserts that the
1/01 (as revised 2/01) Biological Assessment (BA) will be the default activity
level plan. It is our understanding that the Biological Opinion (BO) for that
assessment has not been finalized, and furthermore there has been no public
review of the above. Also, the Plan differs dramatically from the BA. [f the Plan
is to propose this BA as the default, it must include the BA and its BO and fully
analyze them for public review and i y with the R y Plan, this Plan
and other interrelated plans.

We concur that proposed trails restrictions should apply to areas, not spec:l‘u:

trails, However, BLM's trails i y is not 1 For

trails/routes include: Cedar Creek, Bullseye Rock; Mul Women Spnngs Gﬂmt
Ridge, Toro Canyon, Agua Alta Canyon, Martinez M , Sheep M

Onion Springs.

The Plan needs to provide better maps. For instance, where is the “second gate™
on Dunn Road in Section 57 Where in Section 13 is the Bear Creek closure?
Where, precisely, are the dog-permitted areas in PBS habitat? How do they differ
from the temporary BLM dog closures and dog permitted areas currently in
effect? Where, precisely, are the proposed new OHV areas, and how do they
interface with sensitive areas such as wilderness? Also, potential new perimeter
trail alignments should be mapped so they can be reviewed [for certain new trails
and connectors in La Quinta, Palm Desert, Rancho Mirage, Cathedral City, Palm
Springs new perimeter trails the “Ad Hoc" trails committee has provided them
and will continue to provide them to BLM as they become available]

The Plan fails to propose an effective process to deal with avoiding human
intrusion too close to water source for PBS. For instance, the Plan proposes to
prohibit camping within % mile of water sources. What if the water source is %
mile below campers, within full view of campers? The Plan needs to identify
water and do a comprehensive view shed analysis to determine whether
trails or potential camping areas, etc. need to be further removed from water
sources so that PBS do not avoid crucial heat stress season waters.

All non cial, no petitive, non-special use permits should be self
issued at trailhead or made available by internet, phone or fax. Ifthe intent is, as
the Plan asserts, to use this information for monitoring and adaptive management,
then BLM should make it as convenient as possible to obtain a permit. If the
permits are inconvenient to obtain, BLM will not receive nearly as accurate
information.

PC 176

PC

Pc
003 003

Page F-55



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F — Public Comments and Responses

At the southern (top) end of the Dunn Road, the ideal place to physically control
hicles is at the existing southerly BLM gate which was carefully sited in a

defile in S.16 precisely for the purpose of controlling motorized vehicles just two
years ago. Now, ho , the Plan prop to allow vehicles miles north of this
control point. The DEIS fails to analyze the feasibility of controlling vehicles
beyond this new limit. If it proves infeasible to control access at this new point,
the Plan’s proposal would perpetuate Dunn Road impacts to PBS and other

€50/ , including . The Plan needs to address this.

The Plan fails to justify continued motorized use on the upper Dunn Road. We
hereby incorporate CDCA lawsuit, Dunn Road closure and appeals, etc. by
reference. The Plan fails to fully analyze the benefits of closing Dunn Road
permanently north of the gate in Section 16. Instead, the preferred alternative
proposes perpetuating Dunn Road, giving rights of way, permitting recreational
motorized use, etc. This flies in the face of PBS recovery.

The Plan proposes to defer full CEQA/NEPA review of the proposed new
perimeter trails until some uncertain future time, to be completed by local
jurisdictions. This undermines the foundation for seasonal closure of the sensitive
trails areas, since the preferred alternative actually conditions the seasonal
closures on the construction of new perimeter trails. Either the Plan or the
CVMSCHP must do full environmental review of the archeological, scenic, and
any other impacts that are not covered by the BO for the Plan, impacts that could
potentially be caused by new trails. Also, a cost analysis and implementation
plan 1o ensure that these new trails come on line timely should be incorporated
into the Plan

The Plan's proposal and timeline for implementing the new perimeter trails is too
open-ended and protracted. It stretches out nine years, without any certainty that
the new trails will actually come to fruition. Meanwhile, PBS would continue to
be subjected to intrusion into sensitive lambing and water source areas at sensitive
times.

The Plan’s phasing of the seasonal closures vis a vis the construction of new
perimeter trails is inequitable. For example, the preferred alternative proposes
that the trails in Cathedral City be Ily closed upon completion of trails
around Palm Desert. Where does this leave the citizens of Cathedral City? The
phasing should coordinate the closure of trails in one city with the opening of new
trails serving that city, not one 15 minutes away. This underscores the need for a
funding and impl ion plan for new perimeter trails. The implementation,
phasing and sequence proposed in the Plan does not serve either PBS or trails
users, and needs complete revision.

The Plan fails to analyze the potential beneficial impact of new perimeter trails as
avoidance barriers between more sensitive PBS habitat and the urban interface.
Urban impacts have shown to be harmful and often deadly to PBS in recent years.

PC 16l

As noted above the Plan fails to give locations and extent of proposed summer
heat stress closures for PBS. Moreover, the Plan proposes that such closures be
deferred pending the construction of new trails. Given the extreme low numbers
of PBS and the water stress on them exacerbated by two years of drought, the
Plan needs to analyze the alt ive of making heat stress closures
immediate.

The Plan fails to consider historic PBS lambing and use areas. The Plan ignores
the fact (as outlined in the listing) that PBS numbers are extremely low and that
addmonal habitat for lambing, forage, etc. will be needed to accommodate the

d population y for the long term recovery of PBS. Instead, the
Plan simply takes the data points where PBS have been sighted recently and
draws a line around them to protect that area only. This leaves much infrequently
used but historically important PBS habitat, wide open to heavy recreational use.
This proposal fails to ensure that adequate historic habitat will be unavailable for
lambing, water season and other sensitive activities. This approach does not
accommodate recovery of PBS. We hereby incorporate the PBS listing by
reference.

d

The “existing perimeter trail area” in the Murray Hill plex incl i
water/ historic lambing areas. The plan to remove redundant trails in the Mul‘rl)r
Hill cumplex is vague and needs definition, Since Eagle Canyon is in this

and a per oasis with water, the Plan needs to analyze and
alternative in which all trails wnhm the immediate Eagle Canyon watershed and

view shed are closed ly, upon of new perimeter trails.

With regard to wild horse herd management areas (HMAs), the Plan asserts at
4/50 that it will eventually reduce the herd in the Palm Canyon HMA, presumably
after the Agua Caliente Tribe takes it over as proposed. However, this assertion is
contradicted by the di ion of the preferred alternative, wherein it is
acknowledged that there may be support within the Tribe for maintaining the
herd.

With regard to advancing the knowledge of how non-motorized trail use affects
PBS, Bthasbeenlmlhanooopetw\re Thus far, BLM has opposed allowing
wildlife ag to d studies of trails use and its effects on
PBS on public lands (see various d.ni’tsofBLM l!OI and 2/01 BA and supporting
documentation). Since BLM opp ies, wildlife agencies
have not been able to cond h on the i P ortmistoPHS because
hikers and riders could not be sent into PBS habitat at times and places
appropriate for observing controlled interactions. it is nearly impossible to
conduct research on the effect of trails on wildlife without the ability to
manipulate trail users. BLM needs to unambiguously agree to allow manipulated
trails use research if it truly wants hard data on the effects of trails use on PBS.
The Plan fails to do so.
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The Plans asserts that 7000 visitors would be displaced annually by restriction of
Jeev tours on Dunn Road. This assertion needs firm foundation. Desert

Ad and its pred . Red Jeep Tours, were obligated to pay certain
moneys to BLM based on use numbers The Plan needs to make that data
available. We hereby incorporate the Desert Adventures/Red Jeep Tours files by
reference. Further, if it proves that 7000 people a year used this road that bisects
the northern Santa Rosas and runs through sensitive lambing areas, this could
easily explain the abandonment of much of the northern Santa Rosas by PBS in
recent decades, and why the Dunn Road should be closed permanently.

The Plan asserts that closure of Windy Point, Iron Door, etc would “displace”
OHYV users where free play has become “informally established.” Since when did
illegal use become “informal?” Since when did enforcing the law become
depriving someone of their rights? Does BLM really have to sacrifice an area
inorder to justify enforcing the existing limited use areas? The Plan performs no
analysis of impacts to adjacent existing or proposed Wilderness or of the “magnet
effect” of creating an open area and the mayhem that generally follows. Nor does
the plan analyze whether or not opening an area in the extreme east of the Valley
will stop problems in sensitive habitat areas such as the Coachella preserve or
Windy Point at the extreme west of the Valley. Nor dou the Plan analyze the
effect of its route designations or motorized vehicle area designations on existing
or proposed wildernesses or Joshua Tree National Park in general. We are
enclosing herewith a map of the conservation organizations preferred potential
wilderness for Joshua Tree National Park. The Boxer bill proposals are available
on the internet and elsewhere.

Contrary to the Plan’s assertion, we have found areas in the adjacent Mecca
and/or Orocopia Wildernesses where OHV users have intruded from the Drop 31
area. The Plan does not state any specific credible management plan to stop these
existing intrusions, much less to prevent the far larger future potential intrusions
that would occur if Drop 31 is legitimized as an open area,

The Mecca and Orocopia Wildernesses are p by their at in the
proposed areas requiring VRM at 2-5. Also, Joshua Tree National Park is in the
NECO Plan and has not been assigned either.

The Coachella Valley is in gross non-compliance with PM 10 dust standards, and
Plan asserts it will cut down on particulate dust emissions. In that regard, the Plan
does propose to control OHV use at an area close to the Indio monitoring station.
This is all very well and fine, but elsewhere in the Coachella Valley the Plan
would increase emissions. How does the Plan justify its proposal for an ATV
open area at Drop 31 and free play area at Dillon Road in this regard? Isn’t this a
violation of the SIP, and potentially oih:r laws? What about the dust emissions
caused by MUC desig ignations, and other special recreational
designations affecting Joshua Tree National Park's Class I air?
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There is not a preferred alternative given in the text or the summary for the Route
Designations. Nor does the analysis examine what routes existed as of the 1980
Plan and which have been abandoned or are new. Only the map at 2-10b purports
to represent the preferred alternative. No specific routes are identified. Although
we commented on BLM’s earlier route inventory (incorporated by reference),
neither we nor the public reviewing this Plan have any notion of which routes are
proposed open and which are proposed closed at this juncture. How can we
weigh the merits of the alternatives without such information?

What is the status of the Whitewater allotment? Has it been acquired for

conservation? The Plan needs to answer this question. It also needs to

substantiate its claim that closure of part of the Whitewater grazing allotment

would eliminate 248 AUMS a year. It is understanding that this is the number of

AUMS that are permitted, but that the actual use has been far lower. The Plan

xeds to provide hard data on the current status and prior actual use of this
lotment.

In its proposal to install additional water sources for desert (not PBS) bighorn
sheep in the area of the Coachella Canal, the Plan fails to address the direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts of these water developments on the recovery of
desert tortoise and other sensitive sp . It fails to address safety issues,
potential predation, affects on wilderness, etc. It fails to analyze other potential
alternatives, such as removal of tamarisk from existing waters. It relies on
consistency with the NECO Plan, which is also grossly deficient in this regard. It
relies on a yet-to-be-completed CDFG Plan, thereby piecemealing the analysis of
the proposed action.

In general the Plan is confusing. For instance, it states that the preferred
alternatives are highlighted in the Summary. We find no such highlighting. Just
finding the preferred alternative for an issue such as route designations can be a
challenge, when it is neither in the text nor the Summary. Plan maps are on a
very large scale, with few reference points and scant information. The MUC map
and discussion is confusing and be inconsistent with the Motorized Vehicle Area
designation and the upcoming CVMSHCP for the Whitewater/ Snow Creek area,
a key regional wildlife corridor. This corridor was called out by Michael Soulet
as “the place where northern and southern California meet™ [biologically).

The Plan’s analysis of Alternatives A, B and C impacts on PBS recovery is
grossly inadequate. For instance, simply “limiting disturbance” to PBS may not
be enough. Does the Plan provide protection for enough undisturbed habitat to
permit survival and recovery of PBS? Does it have adequate mechanisms to adapt
to needed changes? Furthermore, the Plan's proposed Trails Management
Committee is dominated by local jurisdictions. Very likely their decisions about
trails would mimic their historic attitude about development in PBS habitat, that
is, consistently approving intrusions into habitat (witness the need for six Sierra
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Club lawsuits to protect PBS in the last dozen years). The Plan needs to have

clearly defined goals which ensure long term recovery for PBS, as well as J
milestones by which certain actions have been successfully completed, and, if not, | O«
a commitment that the Plan’s permit will be pulled.

%

R |

~OOIMISUS)

.

In summary, the draft Plan is flawed in many ways, including but not limited to the
following It fails to consider a reasonable range of alternatives. As outlined above, it is
confusing, incomplete and uninformative on many key issues. In some cases, as regards
conservation areas for instance, it cannot be complete until interrelated HCPs are
available. The Plan fails to adequately ider the lative effects of its proposed
actions, since it considers only the actions proposed on BLM lands, not the vast acreages
of private lands checkerboarded with federal lands in the Coachella Valley. The Plan
largely ignores the impacts of its proposed actions on adjacent existing and proposed
wilderness and National Park lands and air. It consi ly fails to propose clear
management plans for its actions or to analyze the feasibility thereof We urge the BLM
to revise this Plan to be consistent with the CVMSHCP and ACBCI HCP when they are
available, and to re-circulate it as a draft, with a new draft EIS to be consistent with
NEPA and other applicable statutes
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Very truly yours, 7___ )
Joan Taylor, Vice Chair;
California/Nevada Desert Committee

1800 S. Sunrise Way
Palm Springs, CA 92264
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Jhitewaten Tnout Cempany

2160 Whitewater Canyon Road Box 549 Bt
‘Whitewater, California 92282
Fishing (760) 125.5570 = Stocking (760) 320-7875 = FAX 1760 320-R143

September 4, 2002

United States Department of the Interior
B of Land Manag

Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
690 West Garnet Avenue

PO Box 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-1260

Gentlemen: !

On Wednesday.Augmtzs,wwmmﬁﬁedby:nhmmofywpum
regarding Whitewater Canyon as outlined in your “Draft Environmental Impact
Statement” for the Draft California Desert Conservation Area, Plan Amendment for the
Coachella Vallcy. We have not received any direct notices of any kind regarding this
m.ﬂy,despiuﬂmhddmnnychmguwuddhuwnmajwimmonmbmimsunﬂ
on:hemblishedeco-symmsmmi:pmofthemm

Nevertheless, after reading the we are ing that wh action is taken,
ﬂmthcdivasimmtluse:dshdw&cﬁonlSsineeA;rilD, 1932 will not be effected.
Theammdudbyﬂndivuﬁmhudwclnpedmmhtkmﬁmlydcpendmt
on this water, as is the very exi of the Whi Trout Farm. Since a stated goal
is to “Maintain Hydrologic Conditions”, satisfaction of this goal would require the
wnﬁnmubf&edimﬁunmmtmdmainmﬂumbﬁshed"kiwweﬂm
and Stream Function™
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A direct response will be app

i ly yours,

D. Adelizi ;
Manager
EXTRAORDINARY RAINBOW TROUT FOR ALL PURPOSES SINCE 1939A)
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ECEIVED
QUREAU OF LAKD MAHAGE

1
\(u STRINGS-SDUTH COX
MM %fisuuﬁcg AREA

WENT

B 45 Pheasant Drive
Ridgefield, CT 06877

10 July 2002

James G. Kenna, Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
690 West Gamet Avenue

P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, CA 922581260

Dear Mr. Kenna,

As a part-time resident of Idyllwild, I would like to submit the following comments with
regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Draft California
Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan.

Generally speaking, [ would like to see the Plan A d better emphasize the
protection of native plants and wildlife as a p yunt oblig This responsibility is
acknowledged in the DEIS, which includes “the recovery of federal and state listed
species” and “avoid[ing] future listings of sensitive species” as'two of BLM's
management goals. In particular, it is particularly important that the Plan Amendment
comply with legal requirements to protect the Peninsular Ranges bighorm sheep. The
sheep was listed as endangered by the federal government in 1998; a recovery plan was
completed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in October 2000; and critical habitat was
designated for the species in February 2001. However, the alternatives listed in the Plan
Amendment have various shortcomings in terms of fulfilling the BLM’s obligations to
the bighom sheep under these provisions.

Grazing
Closure of the grazing allotment at Whitewater Canyon would become permanent only
under Alternative C. Conducting further studies on the suitability of livestock grazing
there, as stipulated by the preferred Alternative A, is superfluous. Ample scientific
evidence already shows that grazing is incompatible with the protection of desert tortoise,
arroyo toad, and other sensitive wildlife; with the health of riparian areas; and with the
preservation of ecologically sensitive public lands in general. Livestock kills wildlife,
tramples burrows, pacts soil, fouls str ide areas, and alters vegetational

ing that Whitewater Canyon contains critical habitat for the

ition. Consid
federally listed arroyo toad, it is hard to see how grazing could possibly continue there
without violating the Endangered Species Act.
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ORV use

The preferred alternative, Alternative B, proposes an OHV open area at Drop 31. This
overlaps with established bighorn habitat and is a poor choice. The restrictions on ORV
use under Alternative C are better. In addition to not designating Drop 31 as an open area,
Alternative C provides the best range of route closures since it is the only alternative to
properly consider the contribution of ORV’s to the severe air-pollution problems being
experienced in the Coachella Valley.

In addition, contrary to the preferred Alternative B, the Dunn Road should be entirely
closed to recreational ORV use. One of the goals of the bighom recovery plan is to
“manage road use to reduce or eliminate habitat fragmentation or interference with
bighom sheep resource use patterns” (2-25). The Dunn Road is an illegal road,
established by trespass, which passes through important bighomn habitat. Even though the
lower portion of the road is more important for bighom than the upper part, implementing
different management schemes for the two sections will invite non-compliance and
frustrate enfor Existing | use does not legitimate ongoing use, and
BLM has not justified any need for reopening the road other than for emergency or
government vehicles.

Wild horses and burros

There is currently a herd of eight horses within Palm Canyon. The BLM acknowledges
that these horses were illegally released freeze-branded horses, not wild horses under the
legal definition, and that they are present within sensitive bighorn habitat. Yet it proposes
(under the preferred Alternative B) to legitimate the horses’ presence there through a land
exchange with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians. It claims by spurious way of
explanation that “there may be sentiments within the [tribe] to maintain these animals™
(emphasis added).

This is an unacceptable weakening of the BLM’s responsibility towards the bighom,
particularly since one of the goals listed in the species recovery plan is to “reduce or
eliminate wild horse populations from bighom sheep habitat” and since wild horses have
been found to prevent bighorn from coming to water holes (4-54). Altemative C, which
would remove the animals, is the only suitable altemnative.

Coral Reef Mountains

Wildlife biologists acknowledge the presence of Peninsular Ranges bighom sheep within
this range of mountains bordering the Santa Rosa Mountains, yet the DEIS does not
mention them and provides no management recommendations for the area. This would
appear to be a serious omission.

Mitigation and buffer zones

According to the bighomn recovery plan, the BLM should be using mitigation money to
buy land in the urban-wilderness interface as a way of protecting important habitat for the
sheep. This is critically important in areas like La Quinta, where real estate developments
are being proposed right up to the base of the Santa Rosa Mountains. Over 18,000 acres
of suitable bighor habitat between Palm Springs and La Quinta has already been lost to

¥s

150

PC oF? pc i1ss ' Pc

Pc 172

Pc lo®?

Page F-60



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F — Public Comments and Responses

urbanization and agriculture, according to the Fish and Wildlife Service. Yet there is no
evidence of BLM having made the purchase of important tracts of land there a priority,
I hope that whatever plan is eventually adopted will do better in this regard.

Socio-economic factors

The BLM claims that Altemnative C “would substantially restrict opportunities for future
economic development of the BLM-managed lands™ and goes on to support preferred
Alternative B, Other than by not creating an OHV open area, it is unclear how
Alternative C reduces anything but the short-term exploitation of land and natural
resources. Elsewhere, the DEIS correctly argues that the “protection of land health
through the implementation of the proposed Plan amendments will have positive long-
term economic impacts.” In its socioeconomic analysis, the BLM should consider more
stringent conservation recommendations to be an economic benefit, not a cost,

Trails Management Plan

Recreational opportunities are important, and | enjoy hiking and camping in the
Coachella Valley area myself. But certain goals sometimes preclude others, e.g. “multiple
use™ is not always possible in every area. This principle is acknowledged by the BLM
when it states that

Rarely do a wide variety of public uses occur on the same parcel of BLM-
managed public land due to land use and resource conflicts. Generally, the BLM
will designate certain public lands for one suite of compatible use and designate
other lands for a different suite of compatible uses (DEIS 3-1).

Yet the DEIS and proposed Trails Management Plan do not always adhere to this
philosophy. To protect bighom sheep, large contiguous tracts of land must remain off-
limits, and access to them must be restricted during important parts of the year. But,
while most of the TMP alternatives propose limited restrictions on hiking and camping,
the plan fails to adequately close trails through bighom critical habitat.

Alternative B, the preferred alternative, would retain a voluntary system of seasonal trail
closures despite high levels of documented non-compliance with existing closures. Rates
of non-compliance on the Art Smith trail, which passes through bighom habitat, were
often in the 40 percent range — and this figure omits numerous hikers who were not
questioned or spotted by survey-takers. These are unacceptable levels of non-compliance,
and should not provide the basis for the continuation of the current system.

The BLM proffers the excuse that enforcement resources are not sufficient to institute a
more stringent closure system, but this is not a valid excuse for failing to meet its
conservation responsibilities for the bighom.

Alternative B would also permit the use of the Art Smith and Boo HofT trails two days a
week just before and after lambing season (Jan. 15 to Feb. 15; May | to June 30). This is
a compromise solution that will do little for the species while spurring further non-
compliance. It cannot possibly meet the BLM's obligations under the species recovery
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plan. Considering that the BLM's monitoring to date has not prevented non-compliance
rates from remaining so high, how will they possibly control such a system?

Finally, the TMP declares that there is scientific uncertainty over the cumulative effects
of human recreation on bighorn populations. Considering that nine of the eleven studies
cited concur that there is indeed negative impact, this is a peculiar interpretation,

Conclusions

For the reasons listed above, the DEIS does not adequately comply with the recovery
plan for the Peninsular bighom sheep, nor does it provide the best possible range of
alternatives under NEPA. However, Alternative C is the best of the four alternatives
offered. It creates 23,631 acres of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC’s),
more than any other altemnative. And it institutes derable restrictions on grazing and
ORYV use, which are ial to safe 1 biol | diversity within the monument.

-1 &

Only Altemative C (with the significant modifications detailed above) would adequately
protect ecological resources within the planning area, and more specifically move the
BLM towards compliance with the recovery plan for the Peninsular bighom sheep, a plan
to which it is a legally bound signatory.

t on this doc

Thank you for the opportunity to cc
mailing list for this planning process.

Sirrﬁk‘rel ¥,

Please place me on the

Jonathan C
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COMMENT FORM

receivep  Routes of Travel Inventory
BURCAU OF LAND MANMIH®ENNLs to California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan

Coachella Valley, Calilornia
02AUG 26 PH & 17
Ble view the ﬂgﬁoulc Inventory maps that have been prepared as the initial step of the
:Msﬁt‘ o s of travel on BLM-managed lands. At this time, your comments should
be lim! and completeness of the route inventory. Are the routes on BLM-managed
lands accurately depicted? Have some routes on BLM-managed lands been overlooked?

Please consider the following points when making comments:

. The designation of routes as “open.” “limited,” and “closed” applies only to BLM-
managed lands. Hence, the inventory depicts only routes that in their entirety or in part occur on
BLM lands. These are the only routes that have been numbered and have been highlighted with
a green line. Routes entirely on non-BLM lands are g Ily not highlighted, although some are
erroneously identified with a green line—the final maps will not highlight these routes. The
routes entirely on non-BLM lands, however, are not numbered on the current maps.

. The inventory depicts existing routes of travel consi with the following defi
provided in the CDCA Plan, as amended: “An existing route of travel is a route established
before approval of the Desert Plan in 1980, with a minimum width of two feet, showing
significant surface evidence of prior vehicle use or, for washes, history of prior use.” However,
many wash routes will be addressed as a class, that is, they are not individually depicted on the
route inventory maps and will be designated either “open” or “closed” as a class in certain areas.

- The designation of routes of travel in the planning area of the Coachella Valley Multipl
Species Habitat Conservation Plan that overlaps the planning area for the Northern and Eastern
Colorado Desert Coordinated M: Plan (NECO Plan) is deferred to the NECO Plan.
The route inventory maps, therefore, do not depict routes in the overlap area.

All comments regarding the accuracy and compl of the route in y should be furnished on the
reverse side. If you believe a route is inaccurately depicted or has been overlooked, please use the
reverse side of this form to draw the route to the best of your ability. Additional instructions are

ided on the reverse. C will be accepted through close of the public comment period for the
draft CDCA Plan A d / Envi | Impact Si i d in late spring 2002.

Please provide your name, address, and telephone number below. In the event there are questions about
your comments, we may need to contact you. Your comments are important and very much appreciated.

Name: ,ITEVEJJ Nﬂr‘r.‘j

Add §95u . Ni way iil
Paum  [Prwes ca. 93262
Telept 7260864 -9y3<

P

Please send comments to:
Bureau of Land Mapagement
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258
ATTN: Jim Foole
Telephone (760) 251-4800

Please use one comment form per map. If you believe the location of a route is inac y dep
on the inventory map or know of a route that was overlooked, use the grid provided below for drawing
the ion or addition. The grid g Iy ¢ ponds to sections on the route inventory maps. Be
sure to write the appropriate section number in the corresponding box of the grid where you have drawn a
route.

Map name: WHITE Watér ChuqF . 33 I 6HE"

Route number, il applicable:

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary). PLEASE DO NOT COMMENT AT THIS TIME
AS TO WHETHER ROUTES SHOULD BE DESIGNATED “OPEN,” “LIMITED," OR “CLOSED."”
OFF Rowo MeNTALS CLES Priyate Properdy Ao lucenT
£ BUVERY of kawo MANTEEmM e XroP. paily, ve gus
aprroX Yo ArES f JEvErne FAr cets vAw Sec 1. "€ pewal

AAE CLEAT THE I 1T o owr LA4P 4T QUL Coftumirf Crlr A4,

SE
/

3
u

s |aren | urde 1A |tHE coudE oF o r
JEEP | oA | Primdrily. 'B
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09-03-02

Stephen Mascaro
P.O.Box 23-1148
Encinitas, Ca. 92023-1148

James G. Kenna

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs South Coast Field Office
P.O. Box 581260

North Palm Springs, Ca. 92258

Re: Comments on the Draft California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the
Coachella Valley, the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management
Plan, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. Kenna,

| have reviewed the Draft Plan/EIS and have noted a couple of issues | wanted to address.
| am one of the owners of Section 35 TISR3E SBM located up the Mission Creek's main
channel and as an adjoining landowner, | am very interested in any changes in land
classifications on BLM land near my property.

The Route Designation Proposals Table D-2 shows Route CV029 with a closure of 1.1
miles of road. | further reviewed a portion of map #4, which shows a gate in the western
part of section 17 T2SR4E SBM (please see the enclosed map marked BLM MAP #4) this
gate does not exist. The gate is actually located further west on Route CV029
approximately 1 mile at the west side of section 18 T2SR4E SBM (please see exhibit "A”).
The portion of Route CV029 located between Highway 62 and the existing gate at the
west side of section 18 (approximately 2 2 miles) is a Riverside County Maintained Road.
This county road is essential for access to my private property located up Mission Creek.
The fact that County of Riverside maintains this portion of the road is another advantage
that | would not want to jeopardize.

In the Multiple Use Classification & Visual Resource Management under Altemative A, B &
C the southern, half of Section 1 T2SR3E SBM becomes a Limited Use & VRM Class 2
Area. This makes little since because my existing right away goes through the
southwestern comner of this parcel. This existing road is in use and requires periodic
grading & maintenance. This area of section 1 has also been a popular place for parking
& camping. In addition, the Southern Califonia Edison's high voltage utility lines go
through the eastemn half of section 1, with the needed access for repairs and maintenance
& allowing for any expansion the above classification sounds like it missed the mark. Class
M for Moderate use & a VRM Class 4 would allow the current uses to continue while still
conserving desert resources.

Another of‘my concems is Fire Management under Alternatives B & C the land around my
property will be designated a Category B which will severely limit prescribed burns.

1
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Prescribed burns would have helped this area tremendously during the past Verbania Fire.
Because of the increased public access allowed by the Wildland Conservancy, the BLM
should be more open to all fire preventive practices. The delays caused by BLM in getting
approvals for California Division of Forestry (CDF) crews to enter BLM Wildemess almost
allowed the Verbania Fire to burn through the entire area to the city of Morongo Valley.

One issue | am having a hard time fully understanding is the Potential Upper Mission
Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concemn. Table 3-2 on page 3-5 does not seem to
match the information provided on Figure 2-6a or 2-6b. Figure 2-1 through 2-12 shows
Hwy 62 to far east, which makes it tough to identify the particular sections involved in
these areas on the maps. Using Table 3-2 on page 3-5, it identifies Sections 2 &11
T25R3E SBM as potential breading habitat for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, Least
Bell's Vireo, Yellow Breasted Chat, Yellow Warbler, and Summer tanager. | have driven
through and hunted this area for over 30 years and | have not noticed the above-
mentioned species. Section 2 is a dry wash with an occasional surface stream & section
11 has a small dry wash with gradual sloping hills that have a southeastern exposure. The
vegetation is such that | believe it to be a very remote change that this area is indeed a
breeding area. If Table 3-2 was actually referring to the south half of section 1 & all of
section12 T2SR3E SBM then | agree in part that section 12 has a possibility of breeding
habitat even after suffering a small fire from a lighting strike several years ago. The south
half of section 1 has a couple small southem facing canyons and in my opinion is not
breeding habitat.

In looking through all the different altematives, | must agree that Alterative D is the best
choice at this time. A lot more work needs to be completed in preparing the Final EIS
along with weeding through all the inconsistencies found in the Draft EIS. It is my opinion,
that much more actual physical groundwork needs to be done before reclassifying any
areas.

Sincerely

Lpucace

Stephen Mascaro
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CERTIFIED COPY

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

PUBLIC MEETING
FOR

DRAFT BLM/EIS PLAN

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

LOCATICN: City of Palm Desert
Council Chambers
73-510 Fred Waring Drive

Palm Desert, California

DATE AND TIME: Menday, July 22, 2002

6:00 p.m. to 6:50 p.m.
HOSTED BY:

Elena Misguez

KATHY BAUERNFEIND, CSR
CSR NO. 11921

REPORTER BY:

ILLESPI

m

GILLESPIE REPORTING AND DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT INC. & \ d
3333 Central Ave. Sts. D, Riverside, CA 92506 - 909-682-5886 - Fax 909-882-4990
Emall: grdm@earthiink.net MANAGEMENT,
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Palm Desert, CA Monday, July 22; 2002

P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-5

MS. MISQUEZ: Kayla Thames? Please state your
name.

MS. THAMES: My name is Kayla Thames, and I am
the production specialist with the California Film
Commission. Thank you for the opportunity to comment and
give input to the draft plans today.

The California Film Commission is mandated to
attract, retain, and facilitate film production in the
State of California for the benefit of the state and
local economies. The film industry is a 32
billion-dollar industry that employs approximately
500,000 Californians. The industry is comprised of many
different types of film-making activities from
full-length feature films to student films, music videos,
commercials, still photography, and many others in
between. Still they all share something in common, and
that is the need to access public lands in California in
order to work.

As the BLM moves forward with this Draft
California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for

the Coachella Valley, the Draft Santa Rosa and San
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Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan, and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, the CFC asks that the BLM
be mindful of the impact and importance of filming to the
state and its local communities. In this capacity we
would like to consider any and all effects that the BLM
draft proposal weuld have on the film production
cormmunity, the leccal jurisdiction, and California
citizens that derive financial benefits from this
industry.

Under current federal law, use of federal lands
by a film production company is considered a commercial
use. This categorization limits filming on federal lands
because most other types of commercial operations that
occcur under this category have a far greater impact.
Filming i3 an environmentally clean, short-term, and
noninvasive business and should be categorized as such.
The amount of film production from California has an
enormous impact on jobs and revenue in the state, and CEC
offers its assistance to work with the BLM in California
to address the needs of this important and often
overlooked and misunderstood industry.

I'm just going to end by saying that one of my
favorite commercial photographers, Ancel Adams, believed

that photography is and should be a democratic art form,

and that people are drawn to national parks and
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wilderness to find inspiration and beauty in nature,
believing the idea that expcsure to the beauty of God's
creation enlightens and uplifts the soul.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Ms. Thames. If I
mispronounce your name, my apologies. Mr. Ralph Sargent.
MR. SARGENT: My name is Ralph Sargent, and I
represent a group of people that live out here in the
desert, Desert Side Tracks, a four-wheel drive club. I'm
the president of Desert Side Tracks, a four-wheel drive
club locally here in the desert. And we spend a lot of
our time on the weekends and in the evenings out
trail-riding or going to the mountains and such as that.

And as we watched over the past few years things
happening with the land closures and such, just with this
draft, we're seeing this happening, more and more access
to people has been limiting. And for most people, I mean
for young individuals they can get out and they can hike,
but as people grow older, as most of us are here, we all
experience we can't get into thase areas without a
motorized vehicle. And I would hope to see out of this
whole plan that these trails per se would stay open so
that we can continue to be exarcising our right, really,
to go out into our land and enjoy it.

I know there is an issue with -- we see

off-roaders as far as motorbikes and quads and stuff,
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they tend -- some, not all, but some tend to go out and

go across the desert and not even have any consideration
of the habitats. Our club,

though, we believe in

education. Anybody that comes and joins our club or
associates with us, we continue to educate them on proper
trail etiquette and such, that I think that's really
necessary. And I think maybe that's where I say the
government per se, not just BLM or the state or anybody,
has failed. They don't educate the community as far as
off-roading goes and how the proper way to do it. Or

even here locally we have no open area per se to go and
enjoy those things. So my hope would be to see them open

an area and designate it, and two, at the same time the

trails here locally in the desert and mountains would
remain open for us so we have access to it. Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Sargent. Mr. Jim

Fitzpatrick.
MR. FITZPATRICK:

Good evening, my name is Jim

Fitzpatrick. I'm director of Government Production
Affairs for the Motion Picture Association, which is
basically several major studios. Kayla Thames has
already spoken about most of the economic impact
situation, so I won't bore you with rephrasing how
important that is, but I might say that the studios have

always taken a position that we believe in conservation.
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We believe in preserving what's there. We think that as

a commercial venture, the way BLM designates us, with

mining and grazing and everything else, that we've always
thought that was a little unfair because of the temporary
nature of what we do. We don't dig holes.

I'm not sure that some of you remember, but as

far as back in this last 10 decade, Bugsy, there is a lot

of other pictures that were filmed here. I myself,
before I wore a suit and tie, did four different TV
movies and a series and I actually lived here in
Cathedral City for six months with PS I love you.
So going back to 1989, I would say the economic
activity that I was involved in, involved quite a long
trend and all the desert areas. Not just Palm Desert,

not just Palm Springs, but Thermal, all the way up to Sun

Fair, and as far south as El Centro. We believe that it
is important for all to consider us as a player.

It's often not mentioned that we are an economic
and commercial activity that generates a lot of income,
does not leave things behind. In fact, often leaves
things better than they were and has been responsible for
actually doing some major clean-ups in the national
forest and other public lands where prior to that people
wouldn't -- no one was concerned with the clean-up of the

area. We need to make it look pristine so that we can
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film, that's what draws us to the area. So I just would
like to have that considered.

And also, to =-- in the CDCA, a particular note
to us as appendix D, the motorized vehicle access. We
can accemmodate most any kind of recad or -- I won't speak
to the trails, just to the CDCA in terms of roads, dirt
roads, etcetera. If it's a leocation that we need to film
at, and it deoesn't lend itself to bringing 40-foot
trailers and large rigs, we will downsize if it's
something that people really want to go to, and we will
accommodate whatever vehicles are necessary to get to
that pristine locatien. So with that in mind, I just
want to say thank you very much for having us. We drove
all the way down here from Encino, but we thought it was
important enough to make sure you heard our comments.
Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you. Ms. Gayle Cady, would
you please come up.

MS. CADY: Good afterncon. My name is Gayle
Cady. I live at 82831 Avenue 54 in the new community of
Visa Santa Rosa. This afternoon I would like to mainly
discuss the issue of the trail systems and the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains with regards to the bighorn
sheep issues. I have with me this evening two articles
One is dated May 22, 2002, entitled

from the Desert Sun.

7
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"Bighorn not sheepish in water quest." Shown here, as you
may all have seen, is a picture of several different
sheep in front of one of our country clubs instead of in
the cliffs of our mountains.

Additionally, the second is dated April 5th of
2002. 1It's entitled "Mirada unveils habitat group."

This is a picture of Jim DeForge with the Bighorn
Institute, Representative Mary Bono, and Mirada project
director Chuck Strother. The main meat of this
particular article -- I'll just read you a couple of
excerpts from it. The developers are paying more than
$1.5 million for sheep recovery and research efforts,
money they are required to pay in exchange for gaining
approval on the development.

That sounds really, really, really great.
However, it goes on to say, we're not questioning that
the area where they are going to build their development
historically is the best sheep habitat in the community.

That means, at least from my point of view, that
as long as you have sufficient mon:y, you can live and
build and develop wherever you wish.

Additionally, although he wishes the Mirada were
never built because it sits on some of the best bighorn
habitat in the valley, Bighorn Institute Executive
Director Jim DeForge said he appreciates the developer's
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effort to be a good neighbor.

This doesn't sit well with me at all., I feel
that if we are going tec be responsible individuals in our
community with regards te the bighorn sheep, we should
allow the sheep to be in their best historical habitat
and step the madness of building in the mountains.

I can appreciate the motion picture industry
being concerned about access to the mountains, both in
the San Jacinto and the Santa Rosa Mountains. Just for
factual information. I have here some statistics from
the Horse Industry Directory of 2002 that I acquired as a
member of the American Horse Council in Washington D.C.
The equestrian industry contribution to the United States
is greater than motion picture services, railrocad
transportation, furniture and fixture manufacturing,
tobacco product manufacturing, and is only slightly
smaller than the parallel and other textile manufacturing
industries. There are 6.9 million horses in the United

States, both commercial and recreaticnal horses. 725,000

are involved in racing, while 1,974,000 and 2,970,000 are

used in showing and recreation respectively. 1,262,800

are used in other activities, such as farm/ranch work,

rodeo, polo, police, etcetera.

By their own admissien, with all their respect
to bighorn sheep experts, having read this report, having

9
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read and reviewed the bighorn report, having perused
other information with regards to the bighorn sheep and
their habitat, a couple of things come to mind. One, the
potential effects of aerial sampling and the condition
and perhaps reproductive success of large mammals.
Capture indisputably does cause stress and habitat
displacement to bighorn sheep. They go on to say that
the sheep have few if any long-term effects.

Secondly, research tells us that ewes are more
sensitive to the disturbance during the lambing season.
The last time I checked, the developments in the
mountains and the hills are pretty permanent. They are

there year-round. To me, that would be a definite

disturbance to the ewes. Causes of land mortality are

poorly understood. Capturing, collaring, monitoring

bighorn lambs provides cause-specific morality data.

Lambs are more subject to stress when captured. When you
capturé a lamb, they stress out like any wild animal. I
personally have not worked with lambs. I have personally

worked with cattle, with horses, with ostrich and other

birds, and dogs and cats of course. My personal
experience has been that once you traumatize an animal,
whether that animal is of the human species or the animal
four-legged species, that particular individual is
traumatized forever. Maybe not to the degree that the

10
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animal was traumatized at the moment, but it never fully
recovers.

Additionally, once you drench a wild animal with
the human scent and then proceed to collar the animal,
fregquently -- I have no data to support this -- but
frequently the mother, in this particular case the ewe,
might very well reject that baby. I've experienced this
with cattle, I've experienced this with horses, neither
of which were wild animals.

I might suggest an alternative to some of the
plans presented by the agencies that are here today. And
that is to perhaps reevaluate the value and/or the
injurious effect on hiking and riding horses in the
mountains of our community. Specifically, I live in the
eastern Coachella Valley, again, in a community Vista
Santa Rosa. Vista Santa Rosa is a 20-square mile area, a
newly formed community. We are essentially equestrian,
agriculture, and rural. We are trying very hard, very
diligently to keep it that way. We are bordered by one
of the largest conglomeration of horses and horse
activity in the country. The county employs 38,000
people in the horse industry. We have in Riverside
County, the largest group of horses in the state. There
is a Coachella Valley Park and Recreation, desert museum,
hiking, egquestrian, and handicapped-provided project

11
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going in at the entrance of Lake Cahuilia and scuth‘along
the base of Santa Rosa Mountains. There is really
nowhere else for the hiker and/or the eguestrian person
to enjoy the beauty and awesome area that the Lord has
created for all us.

Additionally, to my knowledge, and I have heard
this repeatedly, a nonpredatory four-legged herd animal,
as in a sheep and/or a horse, is not afraid of a
nonpredatory four-legged herd animal. I can assure you
that the equestrians that I know, the hikers that I know,
in the mountains and on flat land, have no desire to
disturb the sheep. Probably more than anyone else, we
want to preserve the resources that are here for us to
enjoy.

So in closing, I would like te ask for, again,
to reconsider the Boo Hoff Trail, reconsider opening a
year-round access to the Boo Hoff Trail and the area
around Lake Cahuilla, Martinez Canyon, Cactus Springs,
Guadalupe. This is a prime, prime beautiful area that
will be well taken care of by those of us that live in
the community. Thank you.
MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Ms. Cady. Mr. Will
Lewis, will you please come up.

MR. LEWIS: Hello, my name is Will Lewis and I'm

also a member of the Desert Side Tracks, 4x4 club, and we

12
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are a local club here that supports the conservation and
enjoyment of nature around here in the valley and in the
Coachella Valley. I think a lot of the focus here is
on -- appropriately so, on the conservation of the
environment. And I think we need to realize why we're
conserving the environment. MNot only because it is a
wonderful thing, because we want to have it for our
future family to enjoy. And a lot of people that are
involved in the nature arcund us here get to see and get
to enjoy it; the people that are involved in outdoor
activities, such as hiking, equestrian, trail-riding, 4x4
events, respectively.

And a lot of trend I see lately, a lot of land
closures for national parks, where they are set aside
only to preserve animals and such. I believe that if
you -- this trend continues, we will not only see the
land closure, but also see extreme decline in the
interest of cutdoor activities such as hiking, etcetera.
We have to realize the people who support these type of
outdoor events and areas, people of the core supports of
all these areas, are the people that contribute and they
are the ones that -- they are included in the activities,
they are the ones that partake in most of these
activities. Those are the people you need to listen to.

A lot of the voices that are being spoken in the

13
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community are those who often speak in public forum.
However, I think a lot of the voices of the
people who really 2njoy these areas are not being heard.
And either because they are not involved in the public
forum such as this, but they need to be heard and they
need to be realized that these outdoor areas need to
remain open so that we can teach our children, so they
can experience these things, so they can develop a love
for nature and develop something that they really learn
to respect. And if they can't see that area, if they

can't enjoy it the way it was intended, then there is no

way they can learn that, and truly learn to respect the

nature. Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Lewis. Greg
Mottine?

MR. MOTTINO: Mottino.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, sir.

MR. MOTTINO: Good evening. My name is Greg
Mottino. I live in La Quinta and I'm also a member of

the Desert Side Tracks 4x4 club. As the other members

already spoke, they touched quite a few areas and I'm not
going to go over those same issues. One item that was
mentioned -- that Ralph mentioned was, with this new
proposed plan, that the areas are becoming less and less
accessible and closing down more and more areas. I feel

14
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that in the long term as far as what Ralph said, people

are getting older, myself, I'm in the wheelchair, I'm
unable to hike in these areas, and these areas are
beautiful.

I enjoy them thoroughly. And the only way

that I can get into these areas is by a vehicle. And I
really do eajoy that kind of activity. And with these
proposed closures, there is going to be less access for
people in my condition. So again, I just want to voice
my concern that there is always a balance on these

issues. And closing everything --

MS. MISQUEZ: Can you speak up, please.

MR. MOTTINO: I just want to reiterate that with
this proposal that more areas are going to be cleosed,
that I think it should be reconsidered and strike a
balance and keep these areas open so people in my
condition would be able to see these areas by use of a
wheelchair.

Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Mottino. Terry

Kay, would you please come up.

MR. KAY: Good evening. My name is Terry Kay

and I live in Sun City, Palm Desert. I didn't intend to
come here and make any comment, but I would like to ask a
question if I can, if somebody could answer a question

for me. Can I try it and see if you want to take it?
MS. MISQUEZ: We'll give it a shot.

15

GILLESPIE REPORTING & DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.

Pc 4]

10

11

12

13

14

15

PC 4]

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

MR. KAY: This document, the Draft Environment

Impact Statement, indicates it's prepared by the
Department of Interior and Nova -- Terra Mova Planning
and Research in Palm Springs. Was Terra Nova the major
contributor to the text that I see in here?

M5. MISQUEZ: No.

MR. KAY: Who was the major contributor of the
text?

MS. MISQUEZ: BLM staff.

MR. KAY: BLM staff, it wasn't contracted out.

MS. MISQUEZ: HNot all of it, no.

MR. KAY: Some of it was.

MS. MISQUEZ: Some of it was.

MR. KAY: I intend to take a better look at
this, but my concern, living where I do, in Sun City,

we're at the eastern edge of the lizard preserve, and
when I bought there six years ago, I was informed of the
wind condition, but I wasn't informed that the sand liked
to move as much as it does. And I wasn't informed that
the lizards like to have fresh san’'. And I'm thinking
now that the preserve will enlarge itself to include Sun
City because all that sand is moving into Sun City and
I'm starting to see lizards where I live now.

So what I would like to suggest in this report,

some consideration be given to the people in this valley,
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put up some kind of barrier so the sand stays with the
lizards where they like to have it and not in the
community where we don't like to have it. That's my

major concern about the sole operation. Keep the sand

where it belongs and let us get along without it. Thank
you very much for the opportunity.

M5. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Kay. Ms. Nancy
Madson, please.

MS. MADSON: My name is Nancy Madson and I live

in Thousand Palms. Specifically, in the zone 8 section

that was subject to some restrictions, a proposal to
restrict building a couple years ago. And we defeated
this propesal tc restrict development in Thousand Palms.
We filled this room. And now it seems like this intended
proposal to restrict development in Thousand Palms,
although it got defeated, it is -- they are going about
it roundabout. The wild life agencies are getting what
they wanted, but just in a different way.
And this gentleman from Sun City, it's my
opinion that the preserve is in the wrong place. If
anybody is driven around the valley, the majority of the
blow sand is south of Highway 1C with the exception of
the part on the east part of the preserve that's blowing
into Sun City. And I've read some of the reports on file
in Riverside regarding this issue, the bureau of
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land -- wait, excuse me. I forget.

I read two studies that say that more sand is

going to be blowing out into Sun City than will ever blow

into it from the other end. And what they are planning

on doing, I likened to putting a
mole. Mot only is it not doing any good, but you're
doing harm in that you're not doing the right thing.

any proposal now to buy up property in Thousand Palms

Band-Aid on a cancerous

And

area could devaluate property so people won't build, and

to restrict development in that area is not a solution.
You could raise all of Thousand Palms and you're not
going to get the sand blowing into the preserve that is
blowing out on the other end.

And I've always maintained that there is a way

to maintain the preserve within its own boundaries. To

move the -- physically move the sand, put up barriers at

the east end and move that sand back around so that sand

keeps blowing within the preserve and being fresh dunes
all the time, rather than carving the residents and
land-owners, developers in the Thousand Palms area.
Thank you.

Ms. Madson.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you,

do you have any more names? Did anyone else want to
speak that has not had a chance to speak?

Mr. Fitzpatrick?

Rachelle,

18
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MR. FITZPATRICK: I have a question.
MS. MISQUEZ: Yes, sir.

MR. FITZPATRICK: And I guess I forgot to
mention, it has -- I've been doing this three and a half
years, and I've seen a lot of closures, military bases
closed, and some other environmental and even some for
preserving wild life., What I never see in studies is a
follow-up study so that the conclusions that are
projected in this, what you think is going tﬁ happen --
or not you but whomever -- that two or three years after
this has been implemented, if it indeed will be, that
someone is then following up saying is this really true,
is this really -- are we improving this? Because there
are cases like this I can cite where that's not been the
case at all. And I think, you know, while science -- no
one is disputing the value of science and science is
good, but it's science of the moment. Historically the
sand has been here a lot longer than we have, so have the
animals, but the point is, three years from now are sheep
going to improve? For example, I remember when they --
MS. MISQUEZ: Would you like to come up?
MR. FITZPATRICK: Personally this doesn't have
to be on the record. But I remember when I was filming
here years ago and they were building up in Morongo and
everybody said it's going to destroy the bighorn sheep.
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The sheep used to come out and feed on the grass ind
drink the water and everything. Suddenly there was sheep
all over the place, you had to be careful. We gouldn't
even film one day because the sheep weren't moving where
we wanted to film. So I just -- but everybody said back
in the late 'B0s, or mid-'80s, this would be the demise
of the sheep if we build this hotel. I just would like
to see a follow-up and have someone follow up and say, is
this really going to happen or is it not? Has it really
happened the way we expected it to, and if not, what's
going on now that all the people have been cleared away.
Okay. Thanks.

MS. MISQUEZ: Very good comment.
MS. MADSON: Off the record --

MS. MISQUEZ: 1I'll have you come up. Would you
like to come up?

MS. MADSON: Can I say something off the record?
M5. MISQUEZ: O©Of course.
(Discussion off the record.)
MS. MISQUEZ: Shall we bring this to a close?
You're welcome to stay and ask us questions, but we will
go ahead and bring this to a close. Some of you coming
from a distance, I'm sure you would like to get home.
Rgain, on behalf of BLM, thank for taking the time to be
We'll

here. Again, it should be in the final EIS.
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include the transcript of this public hearing. Thank

you.
(The proceeding was concluded at 6:50 p.m.)

-000-
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REPORTER S CERTIFICATE

I, Kathy BSauernfeind, a certified shorthand
reporter, do hereby certify that the foregoing pages
comprise a full, true and correct transcription of the
proceedings had in the herinbefore-entitled matter of
July 22, 2002.

Dated this lst of August, 2002, at Yucca Valley,

California.
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PALM SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA; TUESDAY, JULY 23, 2002
2:12 P.M.

=000~

MS. MISQUEZ: Good afternoon. Some of
you know me already, I know, but my name is
Elena Misquez. 1I'm the associate field manager
for the Bureau of Land Management Palm
Springs/South Coast field office.

I've been in the valley about 10 years.
And before I recently became the associate field
manager, I had been the planning environmental
coordinator. That’s why I had a big hand in the
preparation of the document we’‘re going to discuss
today.

With me today is Sonja from Gillespie
Reporting and Glen Norton who greeted you as you
came into the door. Glen is one of our park
rangers who patrols the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains and also some of our wilderness areas.

This is the public hearing for the Draft
Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation
Area Plan Amendment, the Draft Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan and the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for both of

GILLESPIE REPORTING & DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.
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those plans. That's this document here, which it

looks like you all have copies of that.
What was omitted, and with our apoleogies,

was Table 2-4 from the document. And we have

copies of those available for you at the table. I

see a couple of you have that already, which is

excellent.

The purpose, of course, of today’'s
meeting is to accept oral comments on both of
these documents. So far I just have Jeff signed

up to speak. But like I said, maybe we can do

this in more conversation style, as long as Sonja
can hear and record what you have to say.

I just want to give you a little
background about how your comments will be
incorporated into these two documents. It's a
little confusing in that we put an apple and an
orange together in one basket.

The california Desert Conservation Area
FPlan Amendment is analogous to a general plan for

a city. So it doesn’t include site-specific type

projects, but it provides overall land use
allocation for the public lands. And it only
applies to the federal lands.

The Santa Rosa/San Jacinto Mountains

5
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Trails Management Plan is a much more specific
level plan, looking much more in detail as to
which trails will be available what time of year.
So it’s much more detailed.

And for efficiency we’ve included thenm
both in the same draft EIS. When it comes to the

final, though, they will be separated, and I’1l1l
explain how.

We hope to have the final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Coachella Valley
California Desert Conservation Area Plan out in
October.

The Santa Rosa/San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan is actually part of the
Coachella Valley Multispecies Habitat Conservation
Plan. That plan is due to come out, I understand,
sometime in the fall or it could be early winter.

But you will see this plan again, the
trails plan, in the Multispecies Plan when it goes
out for draft review. So it will go through twe
rounds of draft review and comment.

The California Desert Conservation Area
Plan Amendment, the comments are due

September 5th. And you may submit them, of

course, in writing, fax, e-mail. B8e sure to pick
6
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up a copy of this news release for the details of
where and when.
That’s all I have as an introduction,

unless you have some questions, or if you want to

just begin comments.

Would you

Jeff, would you like to begin?

like to come down and provide us your comments?

MR. MORGAN: Can everyone hear me from

here?

MS. MISQUEZ: Well, for Sonja’s sake, we

would surely appreciate it if you would =--

MR. MORGAN: You want me to come down?

MS. MISQUEZ: Yes, sir. Thank you.

MR. MORGAN: My name is Jeffrey Morgan.
I'm a resident of Palm Springs, california. I'm
here representing the Sierra Club today. A couple

of introductory comments. 1’11 just go right into
them.

As the draft Environmental Impact
Statement tends to through one document (i.e.,
CDCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley) and
the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan, which are two separate issues,
they are only partially related. These issues are
further complicated by the relationship to other

7
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plans.

It is our belief that these multiple
issues should have been addressed in two different
formats or two different drafts. So I’'m going te
address trail issues individually or separately
from the CDCA Plan.

I'll start now with the Trails Management
Plan. At this stage it is almost impossible to
review proposal alternatives as they are presented
due to the fact that they are subject to
negotiations that are ongoing with regard to the
wildlife agencies regarding endangered species.

And the Trails Management Plan is being
prepared as an element of the Coachella Valley
Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan.

Progress and development of the habitat
plan is at best still very much a work in

progress, and it may be months or even years

before it is adopted. There is the strong
possibility that it may fail tompletely and not be
adopted at all.

Additionally, the Agua Caliente band of
Cahuilla Indians are preparing their own plan
which may have very, very different plans for
trail use.
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If the Coachella Valley Multispecies

Habitat Conservation Plan fails or if adopted in a

weakened form (i.e., major cities dreop out of it,
the county drops out of it), in a manner that it
fails to live up to its name by not giving
sufficient protection to species and habitat, it
could be wide open teo legal challenges that would
probably prove toc be terminal for the plan.
That’s the Coachella Valley Multispecies Habitat
Plan.

If the plan is not complete and fails,
the Trails Management Plan defaults to a
biological assessment. The biological opinien
from that assessment has not been finalized and
there has been no public review process for that.

Additionally, for all the trails, there
should be a recovery plan alternative. And that's
the Peninsula Bighorn Sheep Recovery Plan.

The range of alternatives presented goes
from minimal change, "A", to do nothing,"D", with
a preferred alternative, "B". Many of these
alternatives may not be in compliance with the PBS
recovery plan and should be redrafted. We will be
making more specific comments via letter prior to

the date the comment periods ends, which we

9
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believe is September Sth, 2002.
That was the trails. This is just
general comments on the CDCA Plan in general.
specifics comments I‘ll go through one at a time.
Wild and scenic rivers. We believe all
eligible segments should be added to the national
wild and scenic river system. To leave them out

when we have the opportunity (i.e., this new

plan), is clearly not -- I can‘t read my own
writing here -- not the way to go.
ACECs. We believe the Upper Mission

Creek area should be designated as an ACEC. This
would provide a greater level of protection and
preservation in this unique area, unlike the
existing Whitewater and Big Morongo ACECs,
preserving an important corridor for wildlife, a
regional wildlife corridor. Additionally, we I
believe the Dos Palmas area should be enlarged.
That’s the ACEC area Dos Palmas.

Communications and Utilities.
Construction of new communication sites or
windmills should not be permitted within the
conservation areas. Utility companies should not
be permitted also in conservation areas. And of

all areas, careful study and assessment should be

10

Pc 039

PC 047

GILLESPIE REPORTING & DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.

pPc ol

Page F-82



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F — Public Comments and Responses

required for any new facilities on BLM lands.
That takes in visual resources also.
The

Now we’re getting there. Grazing.

Whitewater grazing allotment has not had any use
since 1999, and the lands are showing some

recovery. To give them more time, 10 more years,

then reconsider grazing doesn’t make sense. The
grazing allotment should be retired now it its
entirety.

It should be noted that although text in
nan

the plan shows Alternative as the preferred

alternative, on the map, Figure 2-H shows

Alternative "C", the entire allotment deleted as
the preferred alternative. So I guess you guys
must have thought about it at one time.
MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you.
MR. MORGAN: That is our position on
grazing. We will be following up on that very
strongly.
Motorized vehicle areas. There are

currently no open off-highway vehicle areas within
is an illegal use.

the plan area. Any such use

Given air quality, noise, existing land uses,

wilderness and wildlife issues, there may not be
any suitable public lands for off-highway use

1l
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available.
Windy Point is not an option as the area
is in the Santa Rosa and the San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument, which by law prohibits such
use. Other areas such as Willow Hole and Edom
Hill have ESP problems. That’s endangered species
problems.
Iandora

(phonetic) has adjacent land use

and PM-10 problems, and the Drop 31 is adjacent to
an existing wilderness area. To hope to prevent
off-highway vehicles from crossing over into the
wilderness is a pipe dream.

Far further study will need to be
conducted prior to opening the Drop 31 area in
regards to the adjacent wilderness before any
off-highway vehicle use in that area should be
considered. Generally, we don’t think there is
anywhere suitable in the plan area for off-highway
vehicles.

Dunn Road and Dunn Road access routes.
Currently the Dunn Road and all access routes are
closed primary by locked gates, secondary by
signage. Additional closures have been made by
private landowners. The reasons for these
closures are many and myriad, but mainly revolve

12
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around the Peninsula Bighorn Sheep issues.

Use of the Dunn Road is considered to be
a major factor in the decline of Peninsula Bighorn
Sheep in the Santa Rosa Mountains. Refer to the
recovery plan which is available from our official
U.S. Fish and Wildlife.

The best science today indicates that
Dunn Road remains closed until PBS have recovered
sufficiently to be no longer endangered. Dunn
Road and connecting routes should remain closed
with the exception: The access from pinions as
far north as the gate in Section 16 be open for
public use. This portion of the road is not
within any of the closed areas regarding Peninsula
Bighorn Sheep and will provide access to trails
that are not subject to seasonal closures.

The BLM preferred alternative and
portions of the road north of Section 16 and
between Royo Cariso (phonetic) and the common
boundary between Section 32 and 33, I think that’'s

correct, would not be appropriate, given the
current status of the Peninsula Bighorn Sheep.
Additionally, we believe there should at this time

be no commercial use (i.e., jeep tours).
We suggest you refer to the recovery plan

13
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and consult with Fish and Wildlife and Fish and
Game regarding Dunn Road yet again.

Other roads. There are many spur roads
off the power line route. I guess you call it

kick-through trails in the Big Morongo ACEC. Many
of these little spur roads have been informally
developed in that area. These should be blocked
and closed and just keep the traffic on the power
line route where it’s supposed to be. That'’s our
views on that one.

Another factor here, we don’t seem to
have any wilderness issues addressed in this,
especially new wilderness areas and wilderness
study areas. There are several areas within this
plan area that are suitable wilderness lands,
especially in the Big Morongo ACEC. They should
be considered and brought into the plan as part of
the planning process. Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you. We appreciate

your comments.
Would anyone else like to provide
Yes, sir.

comments? Would you please?

MR. GOMSI: I didn’t sign up. Can I make

comments?
Of course.

MS. MISQUEZ: oOf course.

14
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Sonja has your name?

MR. GOMSI: Yes.

MS. MISQUEZ: oOkay. Why don’t you come
down.

MR. GOMSI: Sure. Well, thank you for

letting me address this fine big audience here.

This is guite a document here. You should be

proud of this document here. I'm not sure all

that’'s in here. I haven’t read it, but it’s big.
A lot of stuff in here.

I'm Don Gomsi with the Coachella Valley
Mosquito and Vector Control District. I'm here
just to address some cojoining factors that might
interface with BLM open space endangered species
and the vector control community.

We have several diseases here in the
Coachella Valley that are spread by vectors.
Vectors are insects or rodents which spread
diseases.

One of them would be Hanta Virus spread
by rodents. Another is Arena Virus spread by
rodents also. Those are both wild rodents in the
area.

While I’'m not saying control the rodents,

T/‘m saying we might want to have some educational

15
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program in conjunction with trails and with BLM
and maybe posters or something like that letting
pecople know what to look out for and health
symptoms and those kinds of things.

Other factors that might interface with
us is mosquito breeding. Anywhere there’s water
there will be mosquite breeding. I’'m looking at
the plan here and I'm seeing wetland areas,
riparian habitats and wild rivers and wild and
scenic rivers.

Here we have ongoing almost every year
Western Equine Encephalitis. There are very few
human cases coming down with that, but it is an
ongoing disease we have here.

A new one coming up is West Nile Virus.
It’s over on the east coat. 1It’s making its way
into Texas as we speak right now. That one
affects -- many birds die from it. It affects

horses. Horses either die or are put down. And

there are some human deaths -- 13 to 18 deaths
over in New York. I forget the number.

They are anticipated to hit California

Pc 212

Pc ous

next year. And when it does come here, we have
large horse shows and the like with people. So we
need to take precautions for that.
16
GILLESPIE REPORTING & DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.

Page F-85



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F — Public Comments and Responses

And with these waterways,
at ways to possibly manage some of the water, if
there’s going to be mosquito breeding in those
areas and if they’re going to be there enough
where people can get impacted, and just be aware
of that.

S0 again, I'm not saying centrol or wipe
out the whole environment. But we need to be
avware that there are human issues out there. You
know,
things might want to be addressed inside there.
and

One of the other things is sand

gravel mining is an area that does cause mosquito
breeding because sand and gravel mines
and the

occasionally fill up with water, water

stays there for some time if they have a solid
bottom.

So if they’'re going to approve those
types of sand and gravel mines and they’'re near
any habitation of people,
that and prepare for that in the future.

Those are the only things I wanted to

mention, and just let the group know that vector

issues are alive and well in the Coachella Valley.

MS. MISQUEZ: May I ask a guestion?

17

we need to look

I think maybe in a future plan some of those

they need to be aware of

PC o4S

PC o2

GILLESPIE REPORTING & DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

MR. GOMSI: Sure.

MS. MISQUEZ: What can BLM do to help

manage and control mosquitos and these types of

diseases on the public lands?

MR. GOMSI: There‘s a variety of things

that can be done with water management issues.

Weed management. Sometimes weed management helps

out the wildlife, helps mosquito fish better.
Sometimes choked waterways aren’t always the best
waterways.

There’s a variety of things. I'm not the
total expert on all these types of matters. But I
would love to have a dialogue. We have an
entomologist that works with us. He worked with

Uc Riverside and UC Davis researchers. If there

are some issues, I'd love to be able to comment on

them and have our staff have an input.

MS. MISQUEZ: Okay. Thank you. I

appreciate your comments. Maybe if I could get
your business card before you go today, I'd
appreciate that.

No?

Are there other comments? Then I

You're

think we can bring this to a close.
welcome to stay and ask any questiens. Glen is

available. He has walked the trails quite a bit

18
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and knows a lot about Bighorn sheep. So he can
certainly help you with that.

I can answer any guestions you may have
about the CDC plan portion of it. oOn behalf of

Jim Kenna, the field manager, and myself and Glen

and the BLM staff, we appreciate your taking the
time to be here. Your input is very important to
us. Have a good evening. Bye.

(The meeting concluded at 2:35 p.m.)

--o00o--
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) sSs.
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )

I, Sonja Chernick, a Certified Shorthand
Reporter within and for the State of California,
hereby certify:

That the said meeting, taken down by me in
stenotype at the time and place therein stated,
was thereafter reduced to typewritten by
computer-aided transcription under my directlon;
and is an accurate transcription of the oral
proceedings in this matter, to the best of my
ability.

I further certify that I am not in any way
interested in the event of this actien and that I

am not related to any of the parties thereto.

DATED THIS 8TH DAY OF AUGUST 2002.

Sorm Chi/mg—

Sonja cnaqnick, CSR No. 11504
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La Quinta, CA Thursday, July 25, 2002
PROCEEDTINGS
M5. MISQUEZ: Good evening, everyone.

I would like to go ahead z=nd get the meeting
started.

My name is Elena Misquez. I am the
Associate Field Manager for the Bureau of Land
Management, Palm Springs/South Coast Field
Office.

With me this evening is Jim Kenna, our

Field Manager; Rachelle Huddleston-Lorton, who is

our wildlife biologist; and Diane Martin, with

Gillespie Reporting, whe will be recording your
comments and our meeting today.

This is, of course, the public hearing to
listen to your comments and concerns about the two

plans that we have out and available for public

review. They are both provided in this document.
This is, of course, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement analyzing the Coachella Valley
california Desert Conservation Area Plan
Amendment; and, also, the Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan.
Now, these documents, of course, are s
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available in the back at the door if you don’'t
have one. 1It’s available for 90-day public

review. It closes September 5th. If you would
like to receive a copy of the final document when
it comes out, please make sure your name and
address is on the green sheets in the back.
Let’'s see. I will give a little short

description of how your comments will be used this
evening. As I said, we have two separate plans
being offered to the public for review and
comment. The first one, the Coachella Valley
California Desert Conservation Area Plan is
analogous to a general plan for a city or the
county. So it provides general land use

allocation decisions, you know, and general land

uses.

The Trails Plan, of course, is much more

specific as to which trails, when they would be

opened or closed, or seasonally opened and closed,

and dog uses, and a variety of other factors that

we need to consider in trail use, in providing

trail use while still protecting the bighorn sheep

and other species. Because we have two separate

plans, when we go out with the final environmental

impact statement, that will contain, of course,

4
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the transcripts from these meetings, it will
contain any letters or e-mails or faxes that we
receive, and comments on both of those plans.

However, the final EIS will contain the
Coachella Valley california Desert Conservation
Area Plan in a more -- it will incorporate those
public comments and probably with some adjustments
to the document itself, perhaps, but the Trails
Plan is actually part of the Coachella Valley
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. We
provided that Trails Plan in this document because
we wanted to benchmark the progress that’s been
made through the many months of negotiations
between the cities, BLM, the Fish & Wildlife
Service, and Fish & Game.

So the Trails Plan will reappear when the
Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan is available for public review.
And I believe it’s either late fall or perhaps
early winter is when they are targeting to send
that out. So that’s when you will see that. And
then any changes made to the Trails Plan as well
as relative comments will be reflected there.

Any gquestions on just the process? The

plans? 1Is that pretty clear, the difference
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between the two plans?

Okay. Good.

So I guess without much ado, I‘d like to
get into the public comment portion of this
evening. If you would like to speak this evening
-- I must say, I only have one speaker, and many
more are welcome -- we ask that you please sign in
on the pink form in the back -- I see another one
coming. And this will help, of course, our court
reporter to get your name right.

Since we are not overwhelmed by a number
of people, we are not going to impose necessarily
a time limit on you, so we just ask that you be
considerate of the audience.

And I think without much further ado, I
think we will get started. And before we do, I
just want to say on behalf of BLM, myself, Jim,
and Rachelle, we appreciate you taking the time to
be here and provide us your comments. Your input
is very important to us.

So shall we -- Gayle, would you be so
kind to start us off?

MS. CADY: Sure.
Do I go up there?

MS. MISQUEZ: Yes, please.
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MS. CADY: Good evening. My name is

Gayle Cady, spelled C-a-d-y. I live at B2831
Avenue 54 in Vista Santa Rosa.

This is my second response meeting to the
report that was issued by BLM and my third meeting
on basically similar subjects. I frequently talk

about the bighorn sheep issue, because, obviously,
that’s a major issue with regards to trail access

for those of us that enjoy riding horses and/or

hiking.

This evening, however, I brought a new
article. This one is from Juneau, Alaska, and it
reads, "Studied to Death? Wildlife Research Often

has a Lethal side."
This photeograph, for those of you that

can’'t see, like myself, is a picture of a

helicopter chasing down some reindeer, elk,

whatever, moose, in the Alaska area.

Now, I just highlighted a few things.
One thing I must say, I have the absolute utmost
respect for those of you that have gone through
school and learned your profession. I am not

trying to say anything against the profession of
the biologists or anything. All I‘m trying to do

is explain that maybe what we are all doing to
7
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preserve endangered species may or may not be the
exact, perfect way to do it.

Anyway, a few things: The methods that
you use are set by the philosophy that you have.
If you think it’s okay for an individual,
endangered species to die once in a while,
unfortunately, things like that, thought patterns
can turn into a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Wildlife researchers often underestimate the
effect they have on their subjects. This is from
a gentleman who teaches biology at the University
of Colorado. Wild animals are living on the
edge. They are trying to get food and water.
They are trying to survive. They cannot tolerate
stress.

Some of the things that have happened
when collars were attached to some animals, maybe
it’s hot and maybe they were perspiring and the
collars began to itch,

so they rubbed, and they

get sores, they get infected. In this particular

article, it talks about a polar beer that that

happened to.

Okay. Moving right along here -- okay.

It says, "Ethical issues aside, intrusive research

can change the behavior that scientists hope to
8
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observe." Science journals are full of study
documentation, so-called instrument effects.

"Wind tags induced ruddy ducks to spend
less time courting and more time sleeping. Ear
tags on white-footed mice kept them from grooming
away their ticks. Mallards wearing one-ounce
radio transmitters rested and preened more,
started their nests later, and laid fewer and
smaller eggs."

Scientists have an obvious interest in
reducing the number of animals that are either
killed or injured in the process of study. All
too often we neglect one of the major options that
we have, and that is to leave the animals alone
and let the humans try and live in harmeny with
the endangered species.

okay. ©On the various selections with
regards to the proposals by BLM, there is a page
on trails, page 4-21, with regards to trail
rerouting. I am blessed with the position of
being the Trails Commission Board Member for
District 4 in Riverside County. I would very much
appreciate being onboard with any and all trail

issues with regards to BLM, endangered species,

multi-species habitat, biodiversity, et cetera,
9
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only because I would like us to work harmoniously
together to map out either existing routes, such
as the Boohoff, or alternate routes that are
perhaps right now just pencilled in.

Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Ms. cady.

B. Mangan Smith?

MS. SMITH: Oh, my goodness., I
haven’t written my speech yet.

MS. MISQUEZ: Would you like someone
else to go first?

MS. CADY: Ad-1ib, Betty. You're good
at that.

MS. SMITH: Like Gayle, I am from
Vista Santa Rosa. My name is Betty Mangan Smith,
B2470 Avenue 54, Vista Santa Rosa.

Why do I feel I'm gualified to get up
here and speak to you people? Well, I worked for
four summers up in the heart of British Columbia
with the Canadian Guides. And I consider them
probably the best environmentalists I‘ve ever
known. When they went out to get a tree, a
sapling, and bring it back to their cabin, they
would always mark it on the north side. And up

there in Canada, of course, you know, the moss
10
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grows all the way around. We down here say it

only grows on the north side. But up there, it

grows all the way around. But they would mark the

north side of that tree, that little tree, so that
when they planted it -- guess what? -- it was
planted the north side -- the way it started was

the way it was planted around their cabin.

They used to -- they would watch
animals. They watched a wolf pack one time come
down and slaughter the caribou. They never

interfered. They just watched this, and they
waited to see if perhaps the wolf families would
come aleong, the infirmed would come along and
clean up the kill, but it never happened.

They had the time to just go and sit on
the mountainside and watch. And it never
happened. And it was strictly a sports kill. And
a lot of things like that that we city people
don’t really understand or would try to interfere
with.

And as Gayle pointed out, there are
things that man creates when they are trying to
study these animals. I’ve been an animal lover
all my life, been around horses all my life. And

it’s interesting the communication that you can11
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1 get if you just sit and take the time and are
2 aware. And I know that in these modern times we
3 don’t have that kind of time. But you also cannot
4 sit in an office and do it in theory and out of a
5 book. It just doesn’t work that way.
6 Let’'s see. I was getting down to =--
7 okay. Closing areas. This is not always a good
8 idea, to keep people out. Because when you keep
9 the good people out, such as your horseback riders
10 whe just meander along and do not go up and rope
11 the deer or goats or whatever, they are just out
12 to enjoy the landscaping, they observe. And most
13 of those people have a cell phone. And if you
14 allowed them to go into these areas and be your
15 scouts and report back on things, you would be so
16 much better off than trying to hire it done.
17 You can't, in those mountains, cover
18 everything. I’ve ridden them all. I am 72 years
19 old. I have lived here since ‘76. I rode these
20 mountains 15 years before that. So I know what
21 I'm talking about. They’re big. There’s
22 crevices.
23 And by the way, no lamb is going -- or no
24 ewe is going to lamb by a trail. Just doesn’t
25 happen. The smell is there. They are aware of
12
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traffic going through there. And the ewes will
get back away and get in safe predicaments.

Another thing is you can’t expect your
lambs to survive when you are protecting the
cougar, who has to go home and feed its baby
cougars. There has to be a balance in everything,
and especially so in this field. Otherwise, it
doesn’t work. You are going to have one
species -- you are going to try to protect the one
species and it won‘t work. You just really have
to have a balance.

As to closing these places, the Indians,
if you will remember, tried to close off Tahgquitz
Canyon. Remember they went down and they closed
off and got all the hippies out of there and they
said, "That's it. We have had enough problems.
We are going to close it off." And they did for
many years.

Well, the homeless went back in there and
-- because no one was there to go in and see this
beautiful canyon and say, "You know what they're
doing?" This went on for years before the Indians
found out. And that was that the homeless were
lugging in cement and cementing in the wonderful

And that went
13

Indian canyons that were in there.
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on for years, because nobody took the time to go
in and see.

And so it’'s not always wise to completely
shut out the public. If you wanted horseback
riders to maybe apply for certain licenses, so teo
speak, so that you know who they are and so forth,
I think it would be a good idea. Most of us just
want to go up and see what the area is like, and
if we ride it over and over and over a period of
time, we know if somebody has been up in that
canyon, we know if something has been disturbed,
if plants have been taken. You send a person in
there just periodically, they won’t know that.

This is just food for thought. Maybe
good common sense. Unfortunately, it’s
disappeared these days. But that’s what I would
like to say.

Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you, Ms. Smith.
Mr. McKeever, would you like to come up?
MR. McKEEVER: Jesse McKeever, 82550
Avenue 60, Thermal.

I kind of got off base here a little

bit. But I am impressed with your hours of

studies here.
14
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If you look on page 2-7, there‘s a little
bit in here that I wanted to talk about. Being a
local water well and pump contractor, working with
the aquifer and pumping systems on a daily basis,
I'd like to make a few comments on our declining
water levels. And I can relate to this a little
bit.

Let’'s see. I am just trying teo find a
well close to where we’re standing here.
Jeffersen and Avenue 58 is as close as I can get
te this building. In 1992, the water level was
130 feet. And in the year 2000, it was 175 feet.
That’s a 45-foot drop.

And if we go up to White Water Canyon,
four years ago, it was 50 feet. And about two
weeks ago, it was about 85 feet.

And if we go back right up here next to
the wilderness area boundary, in 1985, we had a
water level of 159 feet. And this year, in March,
we had a water level of 205 feet. That’s a
46-foot drop.

And this is right in the area of the CVWD
recharge area. So they are pouring it in, but
it’s still being pumped out. And I know that this

has a lot to do with, I guess, La Quinta being
15
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expanded. Because I know this was mentioned in

their impact report. You guys had a letter in

there. And this is a lot of work. And yet it
seems to me that there should be a book three
times this size on what little information I have
here on this one page.

So I think with the area growing larger
and larger, you know, it’s going to affect the
wilderness areas and how the animals act. And,
you know, plus, we are lightening up the sides of
the mountains. And I don‘t see how that got
through, but it did.

But anyway, yYou know, there’s -- you are
talking about stream channel size, appropriate
soils for geology and landscape and maintaining
the stream courses and water courses. And as all
these stream courses get covered up with
development, the areas up against the mountains
are more pervious and recharge has a hard time
getting into our groundwater.

S50 that’s what I wanted to say. Thank
you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you,

Mr. McKeever.

I don’t know if
16

I have no more pink.
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anyone else would like to speak. If not, I think
we will go ahead and close this formal portion of
our meeting.

We will stay for a while and be available
And,

to answer any gquestions you may have. again,

on behalf of Jim Kenna, myself, Rachelle, and BLM,
we would like to thank you for taking the time to
I know it

be here and provide your input. For me,

oenly makes the document better, and we do it for
you as public servants and want to do the best we
can.

So thank you.

(The hearing was adjourned at 6:35 p.m.)

-00o~-
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I, Diane L. Martin, a Certified Shorthand

Reporter, No. 8268, for the State of California,
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That the said proceedings were taken down by
me in stenotype at the time and place therein
stated and was thereafter reduced to printing

under my direction.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto

subscribed my name this _ ié day of ‘,égi _____ '
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if the closure of the walderness 1s even protecung the
speaies
And again. | m going to go back to what Randy

- said Here we have closures for vears and vears and vears,
;. and we are sull being — the motorized access commuruty 1s
: sull being dinged lor the desert tortoisc declinung. And

vet there aren t anv reports or proof of that
CHAIRMAN KEMPER: Okav Dick. can we move on

' with the presentation? Thank you very much

MR. KENNA: | m Jun Kenna I'm the field
manager 1n Palm Springs

Before | launch into Coachella, and | don't
want to belabor the argument. but | do hope pcoplcl will look
at what was done in the final relauve to routes Most of
the comments — and | thunk Jeri, we were or tnied very hard
to be very responsive and added routes and moved routes from
closed 16 open And | hope people wall take a look at that
Look at the fact that there 1s over — a route network of
over 5.0(X) mules 1n the desert And we dud trv to look at

; thungs And | do think we —

MEMBER DENNER: The nct result s sull a
reducuon 1n routes
MR. KENNA: | don t mean to arguc with vou
1 hope people will take a look at that And Jeri. | hope
you wall remember our tnip out to Rice Dunes and the
Page 310

(1] conclusions we made on-site with you and Ed. My purpose

2 really is to talk —

@  MEMBER FERGUSON: It wasn't me by myself.

] CHAIRMAN KEMPER: If | can take just a

(5] minute. Let’s allow the District Manager to give his

(6] presentation. We will have an opportunity for comments and

M questions, but | will belicve it will go a lot more orderly

{# and a lot quicker if we allow him to give his presentations

i ® and then make comments or ask questions.

jner  MR. KENNA: 1 will focus mostly on Coachella

ji11) Valley. You got a little bit of sense of the types of

|21 1ssues going on in the Coachella Valley when I did my field

|113) manager report yesterday.

j1a)  It's a different sort of area than most of the

I1151 desert. We were talking about that at dinner last night.

1116 So hopefully, what | can do in the course of this bricfing

.17 1s give you some sense of what the differences are and how

1118) they are being addressed.

i Here is kind of where we are going. The

Io) briefing that we gave back in DC looked — a pretty good

IR1] overview of land ownership because it's much more complex

'z than the rest of the California desert. The planning area

i3] itself, I will give you a little bit of context in setting

'24] information. a factual review that should give you a

rs) foundaton.And some of thus will be a repeat for those of
Page 311
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you who were at the mecting in Desert Hot Springs when we
went over this before. But 1 think for others it will be
very important foundation material.

And a little bit look at the schedule. Talk
about the partnership and the way things were developed in
this way. They are similar in some respects to what you
heard for West Mojave, although in some ways | would say
even more so. We spent almost — although not formally, we
spent almost S1X years in a quasi-scoping type of framework
wath monthly mectings that were public, working side-by-side

- wath the ciues and the county.And basically, we are all

workung off of the same plan.
Public parucipauon as a result was also very
intensive We will give a brief overview of some of the

. major 1ssucs and deasions and talk a Little bit about what
- the cost and implementauon looks like

Just for context, we arc involved in six
habitat conservauon planning processes in Palm Springs and

. South Coast. Most of them are on the South Coast side. so 1
- won't spend a lot of ume with you folks on those. But in
- general. they always involve a relauonshup with local

governments where we are trying to jownty develop a cross

- jurisdicuonal plan to make sure the decisions work. We
. have two in San Dicgo Counry. One in Western Riverside
: County.And thus 1s a Coachella Valley Plan. We also have
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one in a small area in San Bernardino County.

A little bit about land ownership.The color
you see here, this is the BLM land. This is Joshua Tree
National Park.This is San Bernardino National Forest.
There are state lands, the blue color right here, blue color
here, blue color here. What | also pointed out back in DC
is not only do you sce — you might assumec that cverythung
that is state 1s under a single jurisdiction, and it's not.

We have State Parks land. We have fish and —
land managed by Fish and Game.And we also have Lruversity
of Riverside rescarch center that's in the planning area.
Similarly, thus color, whuch 1s tribal, represents five
different tribes involved in the planning process

The bottom line 1s — and hopefully thus
conveys it — it's a very complex sct of ownershups and
partnershups involved in thus planmung process. BLM 1s one
of those, and we are not in thus by oursclves.

Here 1s some factual informauon that puts
thungs wn context. First of all. if you look at the total
counry, thus 1s the acreage. But if you look at the plan
acreage across the way, and the plan itsclf 1s a Little over
a quarter of the total county. You make a similar
comparison, populauon at the county level, if you look at
Coachella Valley It's 318,000 now; 20-ycar projccuon 1s
600,000. Populauon growth rates from 1990 to 2000 are
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about 38 percent We've got rune ciues involved We arc
looking to cover 31 species And the concept behund thus 1s
to make surc we arc covering specics that prospecuvely
mught be listed There are nunc bisted species in the
plannung area. and then under the state law, we will be
covering 26 natural commuruucs.

The ownershups. agan. are broken down a
Ltue bit here Thus sort of rewnforces. | thunk. what vou
saw 1n the prior map The reserve acreage that 1s being
discussed most intensively s reallv about the 100.(00 or
2(X).000 acres in the valley floor where the development
pressurcs arc the most iniensc

If vou look at 1t purelv from a BLM
standpount. the public land acres that BLM brings to thus
plannung process 15 283.000 out of the 1.2 mullion The BLM

; planmung area 1s sbghuy larger. sumply because of some

things we needed to pick up 1n terms of the Californua

: Desert Conscrvauon Area that aren’t stnicdy in the valley

Example would be the remander of Whitewater ACED and the
allotment
Urban interface 15 a big deal for us We arc
affected not just by the growth that's gong on nght there
in the valley, but we have a lot of people. as vou know,
that come to the Coachella Valley for tounism purposcs We

have a hugh volume of folks. And we bive nght next door,
Page 314
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just over the hill, to 24 million people.

The agreement to do joint plannung, which was
the BLM commitment to work directly with the cities and
county was wnutiated in 1996. which started the monthly
mecungs that have all been public. All of the interum
products have been public drafts and aired at those
mecungs. So it's been a very, very open process.

The lead agency in the process has been

1 Coachella Valley Associauon of Governments. And in my

mund, they have done a masterful job. If you look at 1t

't from a BLM standpount. the Coachella Valley hustorically has

alwavs been an area wath a high level of conservauon
designauon n the valley. Most recently the nauonal
monument, which passed by law and actually was a locally
gencerated bill that came out of thus planmung process.
There are five ACECs. all of course wathun the valley, and
four wilderness areas. So If you take the total of the
cxisung special areas already withun the valley, remember
that our total planrung acreage 1s 283.000.The BLM's

1 exasung and specual areas are already 250.000.

1 approxumately, The decision areas for other resources are

farrly narrow and Lumuted.
Thus one. | tunk — just wanted to talk a

¢ little bit about the overlaps and relauonshups to other

plans In this casc.it's very complex. We are not the
Page 315
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«+: onlv plan 1 town. Most obvious onc people usually pick up
= on s there 1s an ONROWNR Nauonal Monument planrung

3; process, but there are several other processes which have to
‘a be met that are also concurrendy gONR on.Thercisa

«5: Statc Parks planming process for the State Park at the top

6 of the tram. which 1s also part of thus. The Aqua Caliente

~ band 1s doing their habitat conservauon plan in therr

& consultauons with Fish and Wildlife Services concurrenuy.
9 There 1s currenty 2 number of planming

10) efforts going on around Salton 5ea restorauon down at thus
‘1) end of the valley We have 10 integrate with the Four

71 Forest Plan that s going onin Southern Calforrua

3 Hopetully, tus gives vou some 1dea of some of the

:+ay complexaty involved We also have an overlap area with NECO
svst that runs basicallv from Dilon Road 1o the cast

6  Tunec frames and schedules We are on a very

nr apgressive ume frame. Thus 1s the one place where the

('8 lawsuil has affected the plan. We have tried very, very

1'9) hard 1o make sure that the contents of the planrung proccess,
20} parucularly given the close relauvonshups we have wath

'] local government was not affected. but it dud affect the

=2 umung of the federal component of the process. We wll

31 have to complete 1t by the end of the vear. That's why you
4] sce tus very, very aggressive schedule. The plan is now

251 out tn draft It will be open to comment unul September
Page 316

(1] the Sth.
2  Here arc the scheduled public mectings.
@) July 22 is in Palm Desert, and there is a news release out
M) on the table if you want to — you don't have to write these
(5| down.You can pick them up.We are going to have public
6] meetings at all sites right in the middle of the valley to
M start. Up at the Palm Springs end of the valley on Tuesday,
[ and on Thursday, we will be down at the [ID board room down
™ at the very south end.
10  One of the things that | tried to emphasize in
1] our briefing back in DC is that there is an awful lot of the
2] history in thus valley of involving problems together. We
{13) were one of the first areas in the early eighties to address
1'4] a listed species 1ssue and its direct effect on development
1151 in the valley with the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard.
116] The local junisdicuons, in combunauon with the state and
117 federal agencies, hammered out a soluuon, whuch resulted 1n
(18] the fringe-toed lizard reserve.
("9  And that sort of sct a pattern that s very
r20] acuve in the valley We have a joint sites act plan in the
r21] mountauns with Fish and Game.Then the Natuonal CV area
221 designauon came along in 1990, whuch was secretarial. And
23] these are all pretty much grass roots efforts. And it's the
4] same sct of yurisdicuons and interests that work together
f25; to solve problems
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(18]

]
]

The other part of Uus that | also emphasized
1s that there 1s a lot of capaaity budt in to do

: implementauon There are a number of strong partnershups

! that alreadv exist. Tribal agreements are 1n place We

. have advisory and management commutices, both Federal, the
: Nauonal Monument. and a number of local ones as well

Friends groups in place that help wath the various thungs 1n
cerwan spots, and that we have a hustory of the doing

; mulu-urisdicuonal acquisiuon projects

The communury objecuves in terms of what
brought evervbody to the tabie and has made thus. | thunk. a
pretty good collaborauve process in 1ts execuuon is that
there 1s a desire on all parues. by all parues 1o make

surc that wc have coordinated conservauon and planming

: decisions so what we decide on the Federal level makes sense
: wath the airv it happens to apply 1o

The sccond Uung. everybody wants to walk awayv
with some cerunty whether thev are the conservauon

: communuty or the building communiry And the thurd thung 1s
1 that we meet 2 Secuon ~ consultauon The ciues and the
! county meet the (A permut 1n order to streambine the

Endangered Species Act process
Ttus 1s just a summary. and | won't dwell on

1 1t The formal part of the process 1s down here, but ths

process has been so long-running and so open wath so many
Page 318

{1 local mectings and jurisdictions and everything from city
@ councils to the Association of Government meetings that |
@) think almost no one is surprised by the outcomes.

) Here is the incentives and desired outcomes

1) that if you look at it from a general public standpoint, the
(%] most common one is concern, one way or the other, about
™ quality of life, open space.There is a lot of ecotourism

@ in the valley already. And then looking at some of the

™ urban interface issues, one of the mayors is fond of saying
[10] "We don’t want Coachella Valley to be one of those places

[11) that used to be a nice place to live,” and with due respect
112 to a few folks here, | think he is referring to L.A.
Species conservation: These are some of the
iiv4) high profile ones that are involved in the planning process.
1151 And then there are certain land use things that have to be
1116] addressed in order for the communities in the valley to

('n function.
So here are the major issues:There is a land
19 tenure issue. This has a couple of aspects. One is the
'[201 reserve assemblage, but the other aspect to it is cost.
121) Cost to the local jurisdictions, to the counties, to the

/22 citics. And that's onec reason why they were very adamant
1f23) about federal participation.
:2¢;  OHV-usc areas, probably the driving and most
‘251 hugh-concern issuc in this casc. Species are part of it,
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i} but PM-10 is 2 much, much larger part of it in the Coachella

@ Valley, grven the current issues with EPA and highway (1] the areas around north end of Salton Sca, plus there 1s some

p; funding and so on. @ destination OHV use, similar to Glamis, where 1t has

. Route designation: There is complete route by yehiclesatiited with cimping.

Is; designauon. It's pretty limited. There is not a lot of W MR.DANNA: Jim, you have gone over 15

i6; routc mileage that you can work with in the Coachella m  MR. KENNA: [ will try and wrap this up

= Valley 151 These are the trail issues: It has mainly to

" Tl‘.ﬁ.l.l management is probably the biggest M do with bighorn sheep. We work very closcly wath the huking

[. public 1ssue.And then there is a series of permitted uscs #] and equestrian groups, as well as with the biologists We
pre: that | will quickly run through. ® have hammered out a consensus alternauve wath the countv
11 All nght What you see here is just — | 1101 and citics.
117, told you about all the arcas that have existing protection {h} One thung before we leave thus You can sec
113. on them.The wilderness areas are the yellow. This is the 121 the development area on the photo.And remember. we are
14, Nauonal Monument. These are the exisung ACEC areas. 1131 318.000, and we are going to put almost double that in tus
115; Chuckwalla Bench. Thus is the fringe-toed lizard reserve. (4] valley in the next 20 years.
e Thus one shows the route categorics and the 115) This is 2 wild horse and burro site. It's
i»7y OHV arcas that were under consideration. As | indicated, (18] joint wath the Agua Caliente band. and we arc workung on
118; the opuons in Coachella Valley are very limited. This is (11 reducing or climunaung the horses there. Thas 1s an
1'e: Windy Pount up at thus end of the valley. There is a small (18] exchange area wath the tribe. Thus 1s the Whitewater
120 arca in Indio Hills. There 1s another one down here and (19 allotment. It has been 1n rest for three years now.
r21} thus would require withdrawal revocauon becausce it's r0) although we have not scen a lot in the way of results given
221 currenuy under Bureau of Reclamauon down at lron 1] the drought conditons and so on. It will conunuc in rest

| Door.And then Drop 31, which is a traditional use area 221 These arc wand energy sites, and the wind energy wall remaun
r4) parucularly on weekends, local use picnicking and ) more or less the same. and we will not have wand cnergy 1n
25) three-wheeler use in the washes, that sort of thing out of r4) the Nauonal Monument, which i1s basically south of Highway
Page 320 s 111.
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g

[24]
125)

Thus 1s sand and gravel We currenuy have
producuon off of federal lands at about G(X).(XX) tons a
vear W'e have about 33 mullion tons 1n reserve. so 3(-vear,
plus, of supplies We also have private supples coming on
line Our judgment, given our opuons. 1s to budd our
rescrves system so that we have plenty of supplv and we

m won't be 1n the situauon that LA and Orange County are
| in

Here 1s the annual implemenuauon informauon
and just the general costs that we are looking at tor the
federal side of the plan Issue was raised previousiv about
what w1l that cost. and these are esumates of what that

*3 gencrally sall run

%0 tn summary, i You are guINg to remember 2
few thungs. Uus 1s 2 mulu-uriscucuonal planmung cffort
it's not just BLM There 1s an excepuonal level of
inclusiveness over a long period of ume There are 4

number of tugh profile 1ssucs and arcas involved in the

1 valley And that we bebieve we can debiver both
1 conservauon and infrastructure 1o support the ciues and

therr development needs over ume We are comrmutied to
delivering the results that we agreed to wath the ciues and

» county. And we have lawsuil 1ssucs, but we have tnied 1o

Lumut the effect of that to the schedule. And we bebieve
that we have come up wath a2 way to provide for cvervthung
Page 322
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from sand and gravel and energy generation to recreation and
open space.

CHAIRMAN KEMPER: Before we start on
quecsuons, I'm gowng to ask that the other managers that are
gIving reports being prepared to stay within their ime
limuts

MR. KENNA: My apologies.

MEMBER FERGUSON: First, all the presenters,

! you guys are doing an exccllent job with the Power Point.
. It would be real helpful if we could have copies of that.

MR. SANCHEZ: | wll get copies.
MEMBER FERGUSON: | haven't had a chance — |
mcan. | have glanced through the Coachella plan and [ have 2
lot of concerns. | understand the Windy Point closure on
not only — regardless of the fringe-toed lizard issuc. |
also understand that because it's 2 monument, that vehicle

m travel has to stav on designated trails, which isn't going

to happen wn the sandy area.
~o that aside, you have displaced a lot of

20, peouple out of there and not given them a lot of places to
 go S0 what has happened now 1s there has been a lot of

intrusion throughout the private property and the Coachella
Vallev preserve.

Sow, | know that there 1s a lot of uses out at

* lIron Door, and the preferred alternauve 1s the closure out

4

J
o
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there and also the closure in Indio Hills. | would like to

know how you proposc — and | understand Drop 31, but that's
al» 15 mules south. almost. I'm gowng 10 assume 1t's close

to 15 mules east or whatever of where these tradiuonal uses

Pc 124

to start using Drop 31 as an OHV area?
MR. KENNA: I'm not sure that that 1s what

' we arc going to need to do. | don’t thunk that Drop 31 will
" address the motorevele-out-the-back-door kind of user. It
" doesn ( see that. It currentdy 1s a campung area wath

= three wheelers and four-wheclers in the wash. That's the

hind of use 1t's gotten for a long ume, and | would

© antivipate that that would conunue

I don t — 1 agree with vou that Windy Point

* Uisplaces some users The prumary user base there 1s out of
*6; Orange County, has been, and one of our difficulues has

beenat's largely Sparush-speaking And so we tried to put

 rangers out there that speak Sparush when we can. And we
: are trving to work with the state on a new area The area

* that we are looking at right now s north of — it's not

1 federal There just aren’t any opuons that wall allow us

to meet the PM-10 aur quality requirements that the valley

i has to meet to get us hughway funding for those interchanges
i freed up and to mect the permutung requircments for Fish

and Widlife Service for both the ciues, county. and us .
Page 324

m  1don’t think there is anything there, to be
2 quite honest. But the options arc very limited. Where most
@ of the use occurs right now — as you indicated is
W) correct — it's trespass use on private lands and also on
(5] Indian land.And particularly around Lron Door is probably
6) where it's most concentrated. Those issues, while they
M won't be BLM issues, | suspect that the local junisdicuons
8) will have to take a pretty hard look at those, given the
™ vacant or disturbed vacant lands requirements in the state
implementation plan in order to get the air quality stuff
addressed.

So it's a tough problem. There 1sn’t gowng to
be an easy soluuon. You know, the cities. if you look at

(0]
nn
na
3
(14) it from their perspectve, are also facing tremendous

{15] pressures in terms of development and housing in order to —
(16) where to put these people. The building industry feels ke

(17 they have taken the brunt of things thus far. That and the

(18] agriculture industry. And they are basically saying that

(9] parucularly in terms of the ar quality 1ssue, they expect

r20] the federal agencies to step up and start downg their part

1 That message came through pretty loud and clear

=z MEMBER FERGUSON: The OHV communty has — |

{23 mecan, 1t may not be an 1ssue because it's on private

[24; property or state land 1s where the people are ending up

r2si gowng But it 1s a durect umpact from BLM closures. And
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4]
f2s;

: sungle place in the enure Coachella Valicy where a kid can
u' ride hus durt bike after school.And | just have to wonder
- what those kuds are doing with their time afier school

- species that mught some day be histed? | mean, that
- certainly draws a real picture of where the BLM stands

* aside for conscrvation purposcs, as | understand it — and

correct me i I'm wrong, Jim. And today, there is not a

pPc 131

instead of using up their energy on the side of a hill
somewhere

And finally, | find 1t absolutely ludicrous
that major land management plans are being made based on 31

Pcoes

relauve to the environmental issue versus the public use

©1Ssuc

MR. KENNA: Well, rtwo thungs. Onc, they are

- sull using thewr motorcycles. They haven't stopped, and

- that 1s somethung we are trying to address, and we just

- haven't figured out how.And | agree with you that that

' needs to happen because what's happerung now is we have got
- private landowners and somc of the others really up in arms.

. And that's not fair either, to put them n that posiuon.

: So | agree wath you. We are trying to work on it.The

statc has agreed that it's an area that needs to be

addressed We don’t have agreement from State Parks yet,

but actually Fish and Game has taken the lead on that.
MEMBER DENNER: The closure of Windy Point

133

| &
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(1] could have been delayed until the problem was solved. That
@ would have taken away a lot of the impact.
@ MEMBER FERGUSON: Yeah, but, Roy, that was
#) congressionally done by Mr. Clinton, so —

CHAIRPERSON KEMPER: One at a time, please.

MR. KENNA: | think Jeri's pownt is right.
For us to make a deasion inconsistent with federal law is
probably not where we ought to go. But the other thung 1s
in terms of the species coverage list, 1t was actually
developed by CVAG. And 1t's those species that the ciues
and county want to be covered for.And 1n that process,
they will get 2 secuon 10-A permut, which means that they
will be able to, with whatever survey requurements happen,
they will be able to 1ssue building permuts that cover those
species without going through consultauon again with the
Fish and Wildlife Service. And that's the purposc from
their standpoint. It helps streamline thewr permutung
processes, and they see that as a posiuve. 50 f you can
understand it from the arty and county’s perspecuve. |
think it will make more sense.

CHAIRMAN KEMPER: Any other comments? Thank
you, Jim.

PC
133
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MR. KENNA: | also apologize. I'm going to
have to leave. One of my employees 1s getung marrnied thus
afternoon, and | told her | would be there
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REPORTER' S CERTIFICATE

1.Judith W' Gillespic, a cerufied shorthand
reporter. do herehy cerufy that the foregowng pages
compnisc a full. true and correct transcripuon of the
proceedings had and the tesumony taken at the heaning in
the hereinbefore-enuted matter of Junc 29, 2002

Dated thus 19th dav of July, 2002, at
Riverside. Cabfornua

Judith &' Gallespie. CSR No 3710
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JUNE, 2002 CA DESERT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETING REPORT

Roy Denner,Recreation
Represencative

The California Desert Discrict Advisory Council (DAC) is aboard of 15
individuals who have interests in the California deserct. This Council.
appointed by the U.5.S5ecretary

of the Interior, established under Federal law, is supposed to adviseche
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on the management of the 10 million
acreCalifornia desert

districe.

At a DAC meeting held in El Centro during December, 200lseveral
significant recommendations were made by the DAC, to the BLM, on a
voteof 10 in faver to 2 cpposed.

Thoserecommendations were as follows:

In thelmperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area Management Plan, the Northern
&Eastern Colorado Management Plan (NECO), and the Northern
MojaveManagement Plan

({NEMO), the BLM should include a provision to mitigateimpacts on land
users just like it mitigates impacts on theenvironment. For example, if
anarea needs to be closed

to public use because of significant impacts on anendangered species.
another area should be op d or ded t© ce for the closure.
Becauseof the lack of recent scientific studies of the status of the
DesertTortoise & * the species that is driving the decisions included in
the newplans 4 * implementation

of the NECO & NEMO plans should be delayeduntil new studies can be
completed. BLM biologist reporting at the meecing admitted that no
goodscientific date exists to

support BLM planning actions, which consistsolely of closures of public
lands to public use.

Similarly,cattle grazing restrictions should not be implemented until
furtherstudies of the Desert Tortoise are complete.

OHVareas recommended for closure in the NECO Plan, with no evidence of
CHVimpact on species, should remain open.

A recent DAC meeting was held in Barstow on June 28th& 29ch, 2002. At
thatmeeting, it was reported that none of the DAC recommendations will
beimplemented. No

sound scientificevidence or rational analysis was provided to support
these decisions.

When the person responsible for drafting the NECO Plan wasconfronted
with A m@You must have overwhelming evidence of OHV impacts in the
OHVareas you are closing

to ignore the DAC& ™s recommendation with a vote of 10 to 24 * Is that
true?d ? The answer was 4 enod ?. The BLM has done no environmental
studies inthose

area.

It was reported by the BLM that the new Coachella ValleyPlan, currently
being developed, treats 31 species, THAT ARE NOT ON ERED
SPECIES LIST, as

if they were already listed since 4 =they mightsomeday be threatened or
endangered.d 7 In the entire 1.2 millien acre Coachella Valley (the Palm
Springscorridor along

Fwy. 10) there is not a single place that a kid can ride his/herdirc
bike legally after school. All OHVareas have been closed!
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(6,2002 DAC report,pg. 2)

The current effort to designate driveable trails in severalplanning
areas was discussed. Insteadof providing valid evidence that certain
trails must be closed due to

evidenceof environmental impacts on those trails, the BLM is taking the
approach cfclosing all dirt roads and trails to vehicle use unless the
users haveidentified them as

trails that need to remain open 4 * and they are closing someof those if
alternate routes are available! Many members of the DAC expressed
concern about the

proliferating trailclosures since access for all public land users is
teing denied. Included among the dissentars wererspresentatives from
the cactle industry. the mining

industry. the filmingindustry. County Boards of Supervisors, the OHV
communities, and even thewildlife protection community.

PC 144

The question of money was raised. None of the plans address the cost to
implement theirrecommendations. The Desert DistrictManager indicated
that she has used up

this yearid ™s budget already and there areseveral more months to go in
this fiscal year. To implement all of the new management plans and
monitor the resultwould take

several times the staff currently available 4 * and no increasedbudget
is anticipated 4 " if anything. BLM appropriated funds are being
cutback. So the end result of

attemptingto implement these unrealistic plans will be that
implementation schedules willnot be met and the environmentalist groups
will sue the BLM once again forfailing

to implement plans.

Pc 2i1s

Does any of this matter to the California Desert DistrictBLM? The
answer is a resoundingd =NO!4 ? Not one single element of any ofthe new
DPesert Management Plans %

addresses even maintaining status quo forpublic land users. Certainly,
there isno mention of expanding public use opportunities. Instead, a
single sclution policy is being

applied across theboard that can only be described as & sManagement by
Closure!d ?

PC 123

The unfortunate result of this management by closurephilosophy, that
ignores input from a majority of desert interest groups, isthat more and
more litigation will follow.

These interest groups are banding together, with California
businessesthat are being impacted by continuous management by closure,
to halt thisunfair and illegal process.

Litigationby enviro-extremist groups has been so effective in directing
BLM policies thatother interests are left with no alternative.

A & elast hoped ? proposal was offered to the BLM at the meetingto aveid
expanding litigation costs. Itwas proposed by recreation representative
Denner that, if the

BLM can get theenvironmental groups that sued the desert district to put
up some money, theother interest groups will match that amount. The
money would be used to

perform a serious scientific study of theCalifornia Desert Tortoise.

Law suitswould stop, the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan would be updated,
and plans wouldincorporate

the results of the study. If the environmental groups are serious about
saving the tortoise, theyshould jump at this offer. Wed ™11 see!
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July 30, 2002
MEMORANDUM TO MONUMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Subj: Recommendations on BLM Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan

As agreed on at our last MAC meeting, representatives of our four work groups met this date as
an Adhoc Group and agreed upon the following recommendations to the subject plan:

Executive Summary, Page ES-23
Trail Use, first buller: Explain that the reason for the two days per week schedule
is to evaluate the impact of human activity on the sheep.

Trail Use, second bullet: Explain that the free permit requirement is to increase
education and provide a system for monitoring trail use.

Trail Use, fourth bullet: The question arose concerning the “nine years” target
date. Perhaps an explanation should be part of this paragraph. If the nine years is

v, then perhaps the paragraph might be changed to read “Within nine
years, Seasonal Trail Area closures would be phased in, as new perimeter tmils
are constructed”. Finally, it is suggested that the “new perimeter trails" be
identified as a part of this plan.

Trail Use, fifth bullet: There was doubt expressed that the Sheep Ambassadors
were worth the expense and perhaps should not be continued.

Executive Summary, Page ES-24
Camping: Change the words “essential sheep habitat” to “Seasonal Trail Area”.
There is a large area of the M outside the desi 15 I Trail Area.

Executive Summary, Page ES-25
New Trail Develop There was question raised as to the July | to January 14
limit for trail construction, since these are perimeter trails and mostly not within

Ed Kibbey
Adhoe Group Chair

the essential sheep habitat area.

Murray Hill Facilities: It is suggested that the word “permanently” be inserted
prior to the word “relocated” in the third line.

Executive Summary, Page ES-27

Moatorized C; Sl R

Activities: MAC will probably be suggesting
that the portion of Dunn Road from Highway 74 to the north side of the orchard
be open for year around use to provide opportunities to utilize two trails in the
area. It will further be suggested that this portion of Dunn Road be improved to
allow use by all tvpes of sireet vehicles. Additionally, we would suggest that
language be added that would prohibit through-travel on the inder of Dunn

. Road.

These are suggestions of the work groups and in no way are meant to limit discussion by
members of MAC at their meeting on August 3, 2002,

Respectfully Submirted:

Page 2 of 2
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In The Matter Of:

Santa Rosa & San Jacinto Mountains

National Monument Advisory Commilttee t
"

2l
o SANTA ROSA & SAN JACINTO MOUNTAINS
7] NATIONAL MONUMENT
151 ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Hearing sl
n
August 3, 2002 8
9l
[10) REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT
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(12 PROCEEDINGS
[EE]]
i14] MEETING LOCATION: PALM DESERT CITY HALL
. , City Council Chambers
Gillespie Reporting & Document Management, Inc. 1s) Paim Dasen, CA

3333 Central Ave. (18] DATE AND TIME: Salurday, August 3, 2002
) 8:59 a.m. to 3:.07 p.m.
Suite D 1n
) ) REPORTED BY: DIANE L. MARTIN, CSR, RMA
Riverside, CA 92506 (18] CSR No. 8268
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20)
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" ROBERT BROCKMAN Drector of Communty
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n BARY FREET, Paim Spongs Fre Chesd,
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LARRY GRAFTON, Ssreot Pianner, City of Inctan
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TERAY HENDERSON, Councimember, Cy of
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BOA LYMAN, Regonal Office Manager, County of
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JEFFERY MORGAN, Slerra Chub, Local
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I m  MS.WATLING: [ am sorry — the fire crews

2 in particular coordinate very well. And [ encourage

| @ that too. But we have a big four-wheel-drive fire

engine that BLM sent up with a crew of six that really

151 supplements our little crew of three and volunteers.

] So it's kind of there. [ don't know if it's

r formalized, but at least they are all looking at the

- 19 same issues and working together on them.

i@ MR.WATTS: Well, to bring up fire as a big

.o example, in parks we have ceruin areas where we would

{11 not be opposed to letting things burn. There are

‘12 other areas, such as cultural sites, that we would go

') to great lengths to protect from fires. Things of

;[m thart nature.

lps) And so we know that. We have that in our

{6 plan. I think the Monument needs to have that same

{7 type of approach overall so that we all know what each

(s other is doing in the event of a fire that escapes

(91 boundaries; we have a good, coordinated response with

o) everybody that has a piece of the pie dealing with it.

r1n  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Any other comments?

221 Questions?

23 Thank you, Connell.

24 Next item is the discussion concerning the

s recommendations by the ad hoc committee on the Plan
Page 151
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(11 Amendment, BLM Plan Amendment, and Trails Plan.
? And, Jim, if you might make yourself
@ available at the podium if there's any questions,
“) comments, since this is your baby.
55  As directed at our last meeting, the work
i) groups met and discussed the BLM draft trail plan, and
m then on July 30th representatives from those
1) committees met at my call and discussed the various
) portions of the Plan and how they might affect their
po) committee.And then after chatting a bit about that,
1) we then decided to go down piece by piece, square by
(12) square, as it were, and make recommendations.
13 The recommendations, then, as set forth in
114) the memorandum to the Monument Advisory Committee
11s) which you find at your desk before you dated July
(16] 30th, “Subject: Recommendations on BLM draft Santa
(171 Rosa - San Jacinto Mountains Trail Management Plan”
(1) refer to the Executive Summary.
1) Executive Summary, page ES-23, concerning the
r20) trail use, if you look to the first bullet, and
121} suggested that there be some explanation as to the
(22 reason for the two days per week schedule, and it was
123) suggested by one of the Committee members — it was
{24y meant to evaluate the impact of human activity on the
125) sheep. )
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We have already heard that perhaps thae
wasn't the reason. And. Jim, maybe you might want to
comment on that,

MR. KENNA: Yes. [ think that's probably a
tair comment and does need clarification in answer to
the first part.

[n answer to the second part, which is, [
think, what was the intent, I do think there was
intent to art least set up the opportunity where there
wis the option to look at the differences or if there
are differences berween when trail users are present
and when they're not.And having this sort of an on
again/off again approach would give that opportunity
as well,

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: So our feeling or belief
would be that there be a little bit of explanation as
to why the two days, because if it hit us, who —

MR. KENNA: I agree.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: — basically think we
understand this whole thing, and mixed us up, maybe a
couple words to explain why two days doesn't look
ridiculous.

MR. KENNA: That's a helpful comment.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: On trail use, the second
bullet, I thought perhaps — “Explain that the free

Page 153

i
@
[l
[
5]
(6l
M
@
9]
(10)
]
(12)
13)
(14)
(1)
(16]
(17
(18)
(19)
[20]
21)

(23
[24]
[25)

permit requirement is to increase education and
provide a system for monitoring trail use.”

That was the explanation that came out of our
discussions as a reasonable use.And then perhaps if
that's the case, you would also expand on the
explanation.

MR. KENNA: I think that’s also helpful.
CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: By the way, anytime that a
Committee member wishes to jump in here, please do.

This is the representation from your ad hoc committee.

But, certainly, it is just that, a recommendation.
And [ just thought it would be helpful if we had Jim
up here to explain some of these that we weren't too
sure about.

Trail use, fourth bullet. “The question
arose concerning the 'nine years' target date.
Perhaps an explanation should be part of this
paragraph.And if the nine years is necessary, then
perhaps the paragraph might be changed to read, )
"Within nine years, Seasonal Trail Area closures will
be phased in, as new perimeter trails are
constructed.’ Finally, it is suggested that the 'new
permit trails’ be identified as a part of this plan.”

The concern that brought up that last
sentence was that if some identification wasn't made
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at this time of those trails, for lack of a bertter
word. of concern were not set forth, then perhaps the
land would be utilized by some other use and then
block the possibility ot a truil.

MR. KENNA: Yes. [ think that's a
reasonable comment as well. I think it's, again,
asking for some clarification in terms of the thought
process underneath the item.

And that's a good comment. We can do that.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Did the nine years have
some significance?

MR. KENNA: Well, I think it was an attempt
to take intc account the practical realities of
working on the scale of the Monumentand the numberof
areas that were identified with perimeter trails, and
to acknowledge the fact that it's going to take some
time to put all this in place and to put some sort of
a schedule and an order to that.

And I think that's about the size of it.

But. you know, I probably would defer to staff if they
have other ideas that [ miss.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Bob, you had a comment?

MR. BROCKMAN: Yes. I think it might be
useful to clarify that these comments relate to
Alternative B in the matrix, for those people that

! (1
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might have read some of this, and it was in
Alternative B where I think the nine-year comment came
up. ;
And the concern amongst, I think, all of us -
was that there needs to be a replacement trail that
goes with a trail closure, not at the end of nine
years, but as you go all the way through the period.

MR. KENNA: Sort of a concurrent approach.
I think that makes sense.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That's a good point, Bob.
Thank you.These are all in reference to
Alternative B.

Buford?

MR. CRITES: Adding to Bob's comment, I
think the existing Option B or Alternative B notes
that park closures would happen in nine years, period.
In nine years, they'd go into effect. And I think
there's concern or would be concern in the recreation
community that we could have a lot of planning and a -
lot of this and a lot of that and at the end of nine
years a lot of these trails aren’t constructed and the
other trails will go away, and that there needs to be
a guarantee of an alternative — I don't care if it
takes two months or 20 years — before park closures
hit.
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MR. KENNA: [ think [ understand the point.
And I think probably this is a good opportunity to
express one other concept that [ think is relevant to
these comments in general, and that is that what we
have out there right now is the BLM analysis for the
federal side of the Multiple Species Plan and that,
obviously, for this kind of a Trails Plan to work,
given all the multiple jurisdictions, we need the
Multiple Species Plan side that is non-federal to come
along with it.

This is not expected to be the last hurrah,
This was our attempt to sort of benchmark where the
process is at this point. And I think that some of
those comments — you know, there may well be some
tweaking of alternatives in the process with the local
jurisdictions.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Terry?

MS. HENDERSON: Did I hear you, Jim, just a
few seconds or minutes ago agree that the new trail —
the perimeter trails should or could be identified for
adoption of this plan?

MR. KENNA: I guess I didn't quite go that
far. I don't think I did.

MS. HENDERSON: Well, that's what the record

is going to show.
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think it makes all kinds of sense to try and do things
on as concurrent of a basis as possible during the
course of that nine years so that the trails are being
put in place.
What we did do in this effort thus far is we
have identified those areas where a perimeter trail is
needed or should be placed and there is a subgroup
that has been working out of the trails working group
that is looking to identify specific trails. In
addition, BLM staff have also been working on trying
to identify specific trail alignments,
How close we will be able to call those by

this fall when the local side of the multiple species
planning process is completed, I can't give you a
precise answer on it yet, but we are taking a hard run
at it. -

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?

MR. CRITES: Buford Crites, Palm Desert.
But if you can't list a specific location,
you need to be able to list a specific corridor in
which it will happen. One of the worst things we
could do in this whole process is, “Hey, here's a
place for a perimeter trail,” and a year and a half
down the road, y .. know, Fish & Wildlife don't like i
Page 158 |
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i1 this, the “City of X" doesn't like this, and Fish &
: @ Game has a legitimate issue with something, and the
i @ end result is we don't have anyplace.
‘@ And we could end up with lots of corridors
. (51 and zero perimeters unless we have some kind of
6! blessing that somewhere within this it's going to
j m happen.
s) MR. KENNA: I think there are two things
"9 there. And, one, I think you want to make sure, if [
heard right, that these aren't just straw dogs. that
(1] they are real. And that's a fair comment,
"2 And I think, you know, certainly to the
'13) degree I can speak for, at least to BLM, our intent is
"4 certainly to make sure that they're not.
115) That being said, you know, there are a lot of
(61 plavers in the trails planning process, and so we want
{17 to get it as precise as we can. But there's going to
,18] be a point where we can't carry it a whole lot further
119 and get to a decision that there are going to be some
iroy details of engineering and this and that with the
iz11 number of trails and the number of areas affected that
Iy we will have to go to the next step in the process.
iz CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Jeff?
'[;zq MR. MORGAN: Yes, Jim. Nine years is a heck
irs) of a long time. In the last nine years, I think

8]

i Page 159

) there’s been 15 golf courses in the valley and it
@ probably won't be any different in the next nine
@ years.And if you don't identify where these trails
(@) go now, you might come back in two or three years and
(5 say, “Oh, that's where we wanted a trail,” but now
6 they are all playing golf.
{m  You have to do something now before the
! @ development occurs. Otherwise, you will not be able
@@ to do it at a later day. So even if you don't build
o) them for nine years or twenty years, I believe you
1) have to identify them now and seck rights-of-way or
(121 purchase the land and go through the stages before
(13 it's too late.
(4 MR. KENNA: [ would agree that there is a
115 sense of urgency in this and that, you know, what I
6 think we are attempting to do with the nine years —
¢n and we can take a look at that, I guess, as well,
(18] but — is to make sure that we are not writing a plan
p19) that then we turn around and say, “Well, this was
120 supposed to have happened a year ago and it isn't done
(21) yet.” I think we are trying to be very realistic. I
zz1 would love to have it all in place in much shorter
(23 periods of time, as I'm sure you would.
24  And I think we are working diligently on it
z5) and I know members of your group are involved in doing
Page 160
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(11 MR. KENNA: No.I am not trying to say that
{21 we are going to build any specific trail. I am not
@) trying to make a predictional statement at all. I am

1 just that as well. We will move as quick as we can
@ move and, you know, try and get these trails

@ identified and ideally built. , , ' ) -

@  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Terry? No? Anyone else? ) just trying to articulate inteat, I think, of the

i Wi Al contne ON, So6Ey ’Lm_y ;51 alternatives. And the intent of the alternatives is

[ - . L] - . 3 - .
s MR.GRAFTON: Question. Larry Grafton, City i to try and get peripheral trails in place where trail

m closures are also planned.
© MR. GRAFTON: I think you need to state
o1 that. Because my opinion from these documents is that
(1o} there will be certain trails that will be built. So
{11 if your intent is basically just saying, “We are going
12 to look for other alternatives,” that's one thing.
113) But when you start saying, “We are looking at Corridor
114] A, B,and C,” that's a totally different realm.
(151  MR. KENNA: Well, yeah. I think you're —
(e this is probably part of the disconnect between the
(10 federal process and the multiple specics planning
(18] process relative to trails.
(19] I think that in our federal process, at the
(20 resource management planning level, which is the level
(1) this document is at, we would not do the detail or
(22 specific stuff that you are talking about.
(23] However, that being said, we recognize that
@1  And Iam concerned that you are even saying 124 it needs to be done. So anv specific trail alignment

@4 that you are going to build these trails without (2s) probably would have a subsequent NEPA document on it
251 having a lot of study into what's going on there. Page 162
Page 161

m of Indian Wells.
8) This is a NEPA document?
i  MR. KENNA: Correct.
po MR. GRAFTON: So you need an EIS statement
(11 for the NEPA process?
(17 MR. KENNA: This larger one is, uh-huh.
3 MR. GRAFTON: Some of these trails are on
(14 private land, which would be then subject to CEQA.
s MR. KENNA: That's correct. That was the
p1e] other part of the process that I think I referenced
pn carlier.
reg  MR. GRAFTON: Because looking at some of
(191 your proposals for these trails, I mean, I hate to
0} tell you this, but this draft environmental impact
@1 statement is really lacking in any detail, without any
22 of the potential impacts of these new trails.

Page F-117



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F — Public Comments and Responses

11 once it was — [ mean, to deal with the issues that
@2 vou are talking about.

' ® MR.GRAFTON: But this document is part of

4 the multispecies, is it not?

i1 MR. KENNA: It is the BLM contribution. It

6] is the Plan Amendment to the BLM California Desert
m Conservation Area Plan.

i 1® MR.GRAFTON: Another issue —

" CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Let me just jump in real

.10 quick.There's a white Cherokee Jeep, 3 CAL 415, in
11 the parking lot. The alarm is going off, So that's

i(121 an alarming situation.

J(m Please go ahead.

inqg MR. GRAFTON: Since we are talking about

';[!5] the — I guess it's the Executive Summary — this one?
lneg CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Are you going to talk

l;m] about the Executive Summary?

(s MR.GRAFTON: On page 13, you identify the

1191 Eisenhower Mountain Trails as being Palm Desert.
o) They're not. They are in the City of Indian Wells.

21 Correct that.

22 MR. KENNA: Page 13.

@3 MR. GRAFTON: And on page 50, you list me as

124 the Chief City Planner. I thank you for the

(25 promotion, but I'm not. I am a Senior Planner.

/
Page 16,

m  MR. KENNA: My apologies and
@ congratulations. )
B CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Or is that condolences?
#1  MR.GRAFTON: That's all. .
55 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We will then continue with
) the ad hoc. Barbara?
m MS.GONZALES-LYONS: Yes. I just have a
couple questions or concerns.
) On the cultural/native aspects that you have
(10 on Alternative A and C, you have B is the same as A
p1 and C or —
1z CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: What page are you
n3) offering?
14 MS.GONZALES-LYONS: The Executive Summary,
s 36. '
(& CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You are getting ahead of
(11 us. Can you wait till we get there?
(159 MS. GONZALES-LYONS: Oh.I am sorry. All
(19 right. I will wait, then.
roy CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: All right. Thank you.
21 Still on page ES-23, “Trail Use," fifth
122 bullet. There was doubt expressed that the Sheep
(23 Ambassadors were worth the expense and should perhaps
1z4] be discontinued — should not be continued? Same
rs difference.

=
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MR. KENNA: [ guess at that point [ will
just take that as a comment.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay. Executive Summary
page ES-24, “Camping.”

MR. CRITES: Oh, Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, Buford?

MR. CRITES: It might be of value to see if
we have any other comments from the Committee on the
trails use component.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That went without saying.
[ said anytime —

MR. CRITES: I am just saying, just sort of
formally say, “Anything else on the trails anybody
else wants to” —

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Anything else on the
trails that anyone else would like to input that we
didn't go to on trails?

MR. CRITES: Yes.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, sir, Buford?

MR. CRITES: Yes. Perhaps by not
mentioning, it's mentioned.-But I think on trails
use, the issue of where or where not would mountain
bikes be allowed ought to be addressed. And I know
that by not addressing it in some ways that addresses
it, but that, in a lot of parts of the U.S. and the

Page 165

) (1) Western United States, is a significant issue berween
2 hikers and equestrians and all the rest of that. And
@ I know part of that, also, are city issues and
(4] everything, but it needs to be in here.
155 MR. KENNA: I think that's a reasonable
(6] request.
m CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Would that be under — we
¢ have to jump ahead, but we have a section here,
1 “Motorized Vehicles” —
o MR. CRITES: Well, that's not motorized.
(111 Mountains bikes, bicycles.
2 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I am sorry. I
(13) misunderstood.
(14 MR. CRITES: No. Not motorcycles.And I
(151 think it would go in that first section.
e  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, Allan?
tn  MR. MUTH: Centering on a parochial issue,
(18] one of the trails —
re  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You need to speak up. She
(200 can't hear you.
11 MR.MUTH: One of the proposed trails is
221 dead on arrival for crossing from Palm Desert to
23] La Quinta because it went right through the middle of
i24) our Research Center. We were never approached by
(2s) anybody to talk about this. How come? Are there
Page 166
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other proposal orders that go across similiar areas
where the owners of that property aren’t even aware of
it? [ see some agreement over there from our
ncig.hbors in Indian Wells.
So this is a serious issue. If you are going

to want definition of where the truils are going to
be, this is a problem.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford? Let’s let Jim
comment first.

MR. CRITES: | would just add to that
comment.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You are just going to
expand; right?

MR. CRITES: Right. Because I think it's a
misidentification.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Were other people involved
in this?

MR. KENNA: Yes. [ mean, to go back to the
process that led to the development of this, it grew
out of the Multiple Species Plan, and all of the

(1 you know, the groups had pretty well thinned out at

2 that point.

Bl So you're right. I mean, it’s a fair

[4) criticism to say that there's still work to be done

t5) with Indian Wells and with the Research Center,

61 That's a fair criticism.

m CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?

®  MR. CRITES: I'd also add, I think, that the

[ alternative that was referred to that day as skirting
110 the edge of UC ended up coming out in the Plan as
(1) identified as a canyon that goes right through UC.
1121 Coyote or whatever it is.
13 MR.MUTH: No.That was a third
(14) alternative. It did go through Coyote Canyon and
(1s) right on down. But they also identified the trail
(16] that we had discussed at Ironwood and — as another
(17 alternative as well as one going through the Living
(18] Desert. Those were the three alternatives. That was
(19) not a misidentification.
0  MR. CRITES: Okay.
=1  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Comment well taken?

@21 cities, all of the — you know, certainly the 2z MR. KENNA: Yes. I think we do understand
2 university were involved. But this particular set of 123 that there's work to be done there still.

@ trails, the three alignments between Palm Desert and pq CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Now are we done with
24 La Quinta, that really was at the very, very, very 5] trails?

@25 tail end of the process.And I do acknowledge that,

Page 168
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We will move on, then, to the ES-24,

“Camping.” We also have cross-country travel. Does
any member have any comments concerning cross-country
travel? The ad hoc committee did not.

Jeff?

MR. MORGAN: Yes. Cross-country travel is
going to occur whether —

UNIDENTIFIED: Louder, please,

MR. MORGAN: Cross-country travel is going
to occur in the Santa Rosa Mountains whether you like
it or not. There are hundreds, maybe thousands of
people out there who just go to climb specific peaks,
Sheep Mountain, Haystack Mountain, whatever. There
are lists of them they share between themselves. They
have organizations that list them.

And the prohibition of cross-country travel

should, I believe, keep it reasonable for everyone,
the participants in these activities be the same as
the Seasonal Area Closures. In other words, if you
are closing the trails in that time, you should also
close it to cross-country travel in that time. But
when the trails are open, the cross-country areas
should be open so those people can go in and do what
they do anyway.

That's just a comment.
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MR. KENNA: Okay. We can take a look at
that. I am not ready to pronounce on the biology of
that on the spot.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Anything else on
cross-country trails?

Okay. Under “Camping," the ad hoc committee
suggests that we change the word “essential sheep
habitat” to “Seasonal Trail Area.” There's a large
area of the Monument outside the designated Seasonal
Travel Area.,

Did I say “travel”? I meant “trail.”

You've got an accompanying map, Jim, that
shows —

MR. KENNA: Right.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: — the Seasonal Trail
Area.And we just felt that what you were talking
about was truly designated within the Seasonal Trail
Area, not the entire essential sheep habitat,

MR. KENNA: Right. The two things are
geographically different, if I am remembering the
mapping correctly, and I think there’s a deliberate
attempt in the Seasonal Trail Area — it actually is
smaller than the essential habitat,

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That's correct. That was
the notation.
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g

i1 MR.KENNA: And if, in fact, the differences ] m  MR. CRITES: I'd also at least suggest that

a1 are not clear, which [ think is the comment. we should | @ within the Seasonal Trail Area, those trail areas that

@ clean that up.s that right? : i [ are open given times within that perimeter should have
v CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That's correct. Either ! 4 at least potential of camping, assuming they obey all

151 change the wording, which would then match vour map. | 15 the other BLM regulations, a quarter of a mile from

61 and that's the area — ' (61 water and so on and so on and so forth. But if you

m  MR. KENNA: Oh, okay. You are saying that
8 we've got a map that's mismarked? () and take a nap.
©  MR.MORGAN: No. m  MR. KENNA: It's just that you should not

i m can walk through it, you ought to be able to sit down
i

(o MR. KENNA: [ guess [ am not understanding [nm take a nap.
|

(11) what the issue is.
12 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Well, you've got a map

1y CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: He will need a rock to put
121 his head on; right?

‘113 that shows purple, and it's called the Seasonal Trail i[ss1 Any other comments, then, on the camping

‘(14] Area. 1[14) section?

151 MR. KENNA: Okay. EIISJ Then we go on to dogs. Any comments on dogs?
{v6  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: But yet the area that you el Yes, Larry?

‘nn are talking about that would be closed or affected tn  MR. GRAFTON: I think that you need to

i18) within that Seasonal Trail Area, by saying the 1) check. Under Alternative B, they have an exemption,
j(19) “essential sheep habitat,” you then extended that (19) seeing-cye dogs. I think there’s terminology, and I

'20 outside that Seasonal Trail Area. (20 can't remember if it's “companion dogs” or something
21 MR, KENNA: Okay. I understand the comment 121 else.There's other people who need to use animals
;1221 now. [ wasn't connecting. Now ['ve got it. 122 for assistance.And I don't know what that

les  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We are just changing those @3 terminology is, 50 —

{24 words so that what you are trying to say matches your 29  MR.KENNA: We can check that.1 mean,

|f2s) map. 2s] you're right. Whatever it is in the regulation is

| Page 17. | Page 172

Page F-122



n
12]
]
(4]
5

[6
m
8]
19

o)
]
[12]
13
(14
(1s)
(18]
('
(el
(19
(20
21
i22]
(239
(24]
[25]

Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F — Public Comments and Responses

probuably what we should be using if we didn't use the
right thing. Good point.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Other comments on dogs?

MR. MUTH: Is that on vour sheet,

Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: [ am sorry?

MS. HENDERSON: No, We only did trails on
that.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We didn't do dogs.

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: I just have a comment.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, Barbara?

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: On No. 3. it says “Dogs
kept in vehicles.” What do you mean by thar?

MR. KENNA: What page are we on?

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: On ES-24, on dogs. You
have, “The following are exempt from the prohibition
of not having dogs.” And they are, “Secing-eye dogs:
dogs assisting law enforcement; and dogs kept in
vehicles.”

I mean — what do you mean by that? If [
have a dog, I can take him up there as long as it's
kept in the car, and if it gets overheated then the
dog dies?

MR. KENNA: Well, certainly, we are not
trying to suggest that anyone should kill their dog by
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leaving them in a vehicle, but I do think the intent

is that if you are up there with a dog and you want to
get out in the Monument, that as long as you leave the
dog in the car — and presumably the dog owner would
come back soon enough so that the dog would be okay,
but — that that is permissible.The idea is to not

have the dogs out into that habitat. So if someone

sees a dog having stress — that's what happens here

in the desert. I mean, it gets heated. The car
temperature gets — what? — 10 degrees higher?

MS. GEORGE: At least.

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: Then the outside
temperature — no one is going to be able to do
anything for that dog because it's permitted to keep
him locked in a car.

MR. KENNA: Well, I mean, assuming we ran
into a specific circumstance like that, I think we
probably could figure out what to do, whether it would
be, you know, gerting ahold of a person — an official
person if they were in the area, whether it was the
BLM or highway patrol or whatever.

Another option is, you know, I guess the risk
is that, you know, if you took the dog out, there
might be a violation involved. But I suppose if it
were on balance .1e dog's life or something like
Page 174
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-. i that. you might make some judgments there. And [ (1 running a bulldozer, that’s one thing, but a lot of

" 121 think each individual probably might make those @ trail building isn't any noisier than some people
a1 differently, but [ think that's okay. @) taking a walk.
9 MS. GONZALES-LYONS: Okay. 4  MR. KENNA: I think your point is understood

151 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: New trail development, 15 and taken, and I think what we need to do is go back
s page ES-25. “There was a question raised as to the (& and take a look at the underlying rationale for that

m and make sure that, you know, we are consciously going

‘@ July 1 to January 14 limit for trail construction,
(&) one way or the other and just not prepared to do that

since those are perimeter trails and mostly not within

w9 the essential sheep habitat area.” ® on the spur. _ o
o0 MR. KENNA: I think this was a2 comment we — oy MR.CRITES: The other issue is right now,

‘111 or a question Buford asked earlier. And I think at (1 the alternative Suggf:sts that you can't go highcr‘than

‘21 this point we'd have to think about that in terms of 121 200 feet. And that kind of blanket statement that's

131 the biology and the locations and — but I think what (59 injthiere I8 probably not particularly good — i1

(14 you are asking is there may be some areas where it e fvm domg:l:rallsdcon{trucuon,tyl:).u rrughtt:ant to sag

|1s might make sense to go ahead and continue construction vs ‘gencmilps ouJ‘ Ot some mg‘, but there T e
181 outside of that time period 6 places where going above 200 feet is less destructive

[in  And1I guess we need to‘takc Thekdbiia 11n of areas and is easier to build and better for hikers

![m [ can't — ' Eua] and everything else than some kind of flat line that

v CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We arc suggesting perhaps I YoU ean't move above:

. . . 00  MR. KENNA: Fair point.
i asg”:‘:fg:::‘“gc mightbenecemary. 1 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Second comment. “Murray

iza  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford? 1z Hill Facilities: It is suggested the word
i : : : tly’ be inserted prior to th rd
len  MR. CRITES: I hear Fish & Game's comment i s —— R

'relocated’ in the third line,” in, to better
(2¢] about noise, and you can do things that prohibit noise e oc? i s e :
; bove X livel So i somabiody s avaaniitos o8 1251 describe what you really want to do.The way it reads
(25 a 4 . Y yna g Page 176
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i now is you could be meaning to move it back and forth.
2 Anything ¢lse under “New Trail Development™?

P MS.HENDERSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes. Terry.

MS. HENDERSON: Terry Henderson, La Quinta.

) Have we identified a funding for any of these

m trails? Is it going to be your budger?

/1 MR. KENNA: Well, [ think it's most likely

{91 going to be a combination and it’s going to vary from
(o) trail to trail to il depending on the jurisdictions

{1 that might be involved in any specific area, Clearly,
1121 there will be parts of this where BLM lands are

(131 involved where we are certainly going to end up

(14 playing a role.

(s MS.HENDERSON: Is the funding issue being

(6] addressed through the Multiple Species Habitat Plan?
tn  MR. KENNA: I don't think — and there may

(18] be others here in the cities that can correct me if I
(19) get out of bounds here, but my recollection is that

0] was not included in the cost calculations for the

1] Multiple Species Plan.

(22) But I would certainly defer to any of the

(23) other representatives from the cities who might know
124 the details of the cost calculations better than I do.
@51 MS.HENDERSON: Well, Mr. Chairman, as the

[4]

[5]

Page 177

(11 Executive Director of the BIA, do you know if part of
2 the development fee that is being associated with the
@ Multispecies, is there going to be a percentage set
(4 aside of that for new trail development?
51 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Not to my knowledge at
(61 this time.
m MR. KENNA: I don't think so.
s CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: The discussions which are
19) still very preliminary as to the cost requirements of
o) the Multispecies Plan basically around the cost of
(11 land. However, there will be an upcoming meecting
1127 where we will be talking about fees, and I'm sure at
(13) that time there will be areas such as you've suggested
(14) brought up as perhaps to be a portion of that fee.
(155 But at this time all figures that I've seen
116) have been based entirely on the potential cost of land
(1n that might be involved within the area of the
(18) Multispecies Plan.
e  MS.HENDERSON: Well, I would recommend as
120 we go through the various working groups on — or with
f21) this proposal that we start to surface this funding
(221 issue, because the plan — and identifying the nine
{23) years, cight years, even if we want to go 15 or down
[24] tO two, it's not going to matter if we don't know
(es) where the funds are going to come in from.

Page 178
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MR. KENNA: [ think that's a point well
taken, and particularly in light of — [ mean, there's
certainly — at least we hope to see some National
Monument funding dedicated to these trails issues both
on the BLM and the Forest Service side.

There also are a number of areas where other
jurisdictions will be engaged and [ don't know what
their ability to contribute to trails construction on
perimeter trails, for example, might be, but we would
anticipate secing some sort of a partnership and
certainly in areas where there's substantial ownership
by a ciry.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: And since the cause of
relocation of the trails is Fish & Game and Fish &
Wildlife, it would be probable to believe that they
would put in sizable amounts of funds for construction
of the trails.

MR. KENNA: [ think [ am going to duck that
one.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: My apologies again. I
jumped Trail Rerouting and Trail Decommission and
Removal in my haste to get to Murray Hill Facilities.
So Trail Rerouting, were there any comments there?
And Trail Decommission and Removal, any comments

there? ;

|

Page 1\

I M All right. Then we get to the Murray Hill

@ Facilities. And I think we are just suggesting you
@ insert the word “permanently.”

| @ MR. KENNA: Okay.

51 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We just wondered whether

1] We were going to see Jim up there every year carrying

m the tables up and down.

®  MR. KENNA: That would be good for me as far

[9) as exercise.

(o0 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay.And then we come to

(1 Noncommercial, Noncompetitive Organized Group

(12 Activities. Again, operating under Alternative B.

(13) Comments there?

(14] We will go on, then, to Nonmotorized

(151 Commercial Recreational Activities. This is on page

e ES-26.

1n And then turning to ES-27, Motorized

(18) Commercial Recreation Activities, the ad hoc committec
119 had a note, “MAC will probably be suggesting that the

20) portion of Dunn Road from Highway 74 to the north side
1 of the orchard be open for year-round use to provide

[22] opportunities to utilize two trails in the area.”

29 Stopping right at that point, the ad hoc

(24 committee and, also, the tour group when we toured the
[2s) arca was led to understand that Fish & Game, Fish &

Page 180
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Wildlife would have no problem with tha area since it

is outside of the area that the sheep actually — just
stopping at that point for 2 moment for discussion,

since it was brought up. and perhaps Fish & Game would
like to —

MR. KENNA: [ am not going to comment on i
position that Fish & Game or Fish & Wildlife Service
may or muy not take, other than [ think it's a
reasonable thing to analyze.

MS. CADY: Jim, we can't hear you back here.

MR. KENNA: I am sorry.

MS. HENDERSON: We can't hear him up here.

MR. KENNA: [ just — it's sort of like
you — I don't know if you expect me to take a
position on what the Fish & Wildlife Service and Fish
& Game might do, but that seems inappropriate.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: No. No.

Yes? Al first.

MR. MUTH: Just a point of clarification.

Where is the essential sheep habitat line relative to
the orchard? Where is that?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Jeff?

MR. MORGAN: Jeff Morgan.

I am looking at this map with the essential

sheep habitar line, and it is approximately one-half a
Page 181

J (1 mile before the end of the orchard where the access
2 road to Dunn Road from Pinyon makes a right turn at
@ the end of the orchard.The essential sheep habitat
14) line is approximately one-half mile to the south of
5 that point.

#  MR. MUTH: South? Not north?

m MR.MORGAN: Not north. South.

® CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: So esscntial sheep habitat
) would then take in a small part of the orchard?

g  MR.MORGAN: A small part, yes.

ny  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: A small part of the
121 orchard.

(13 Does that answer your question, Al?
pe)  MR. MUTH: Yes,

si  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay. Gary?

pe) MR.WATTS: Having been on a field trip and

pn recognizing the value of those trails from a

(18 recreational standpoint, I have to put on my other hat
(191 here representing Fish & Game Department as well, and
120) their feelings are pretty strong that they wouldn't be

121 able to support this beyond a line, as Jeff just spoke

(22] tO.

(23 So I couldn't support on behalf of Fish &

‘24y Game the language unless there was an alternative such

25 as it stopped at a critical line or trailhead or
Page 182
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staging area, So [ just wanted to get that on the
record.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay. Buford?

MR. CRITES: That area, the — [ think BLM
and City of Palm Springs and the Forest Service and
Friends of the Mountains and all of that spent the
lust four or five years trying to lower the amount of
illegal trespass, off-roading, shooting, and
everything else back there and have barely begun to
muke, I think, a significant positive dent in that,
and a proposal like this would throw open a road into
an area that is in the city limits of the City of Palm
Springs but has no visitation in terms of patrols from
there, no pauolling from either of the federal
agencies.

[ think the opening of this is an invitation

to a disaster in terms of what it would do to that
area of the National Monument, which is not to say
that under controlled situations people shouldn't go
in, shouldn't hike, shouldn't do this and that, but
this asks for a general improved graded road, packing
area, et cetera, et cetera, which leads right to the
heart of Palm Canyon, which leads right into the heart
of other sheep habitat and everything else.

I certainly couldn't find any support for
Page 183
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(1 this at this time at all personally.

@ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Other comment?

@3 I have a comment here from Bill Havert, who

“ couldn’t make today's meeting,

5 He says, “I do not concur with the upper Dunn
161 Road being improved all the way to the orchard to
M allow use of all types of street vehicles. I think

8 that entails too much improvement. Street vehicles
(s can make it to Section 29, T6S, RSE now” — wherever
(10} that is.That was my comment. I would leave it that
(11 way — “and provide a parking area and trailhead in
(12 Section 29, possibly even provide remote camping
13 facilities. I would limit access beyond that to

(14 pedestrian, mountain bike, and equestrian.”

(1s)  Jeff, you have the map there. Can you help

(&) us, what's he talking abour?

tm  MR. MORGAN: This Section 29, the Friends

(1e) section.This is a question for —

(99  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford? Yes.

0 MR. CRITES: I could support making the

(21 parking area by the Forest Service a gate, and the end
122 of Section 29, the north end of Section 29, It would
23 increase the walk in terms of the trailhead by

4] approximately 25 minutes, maybe a little bit longer.
rs) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Is that the first gate or

Page 184
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(1 the second gate?

2 MR.MUTH: The first gate. The second gate

@1 is where the corral is. At the end of the northern

{4 section of 29, the parking area there would be —
i MR.INGRAM: It's the old first gate.

©®1 MR. MORGAN: The old first gate.

m CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Where Jerry lives?

® MR.INGRAM: No.That's the second gate.

19 The first gate.

non MR. MORGAN: All right. Most of the people

(1] don't know where Jerry lives, so [ am saying the

(12) northern boundary of Section 29 where the road meets
(13 the northern boundary has a gate.

(121  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: So the very first gate is

1s) where Bill is saying that's where it ought to end?
¢&  MR.MORGAN: No. He is saying —

tn  MR. CRITES: Yes.That's what he's saying.

sy MR. INGRAM: Asbestos mines is Section 28.

ps) Twenty-nine is right across the road. Section 29 is
r20p where Mike Dunn used to come up on the weekend, stay
2] in the double-wide right there.That's 29.

221 Twenty-eight is asbestos, the old mine.

23 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay. We have a

@¢ difference of opinion.And so for the Committee to

5] make any comment on this, we would need amotionanda
Page 185

(1 vote. Otherwise, there would be no comment on this
2 section,
3 Do I have a motion?
#1  MR. MORGAN: I will make a motion that we
(s1 still consider parking on the trailhead in that area.
16 If nobody wants to go beyond the Forest Service gate
[ at this time, that’s fine, but it should be that
&) Forest Service gate, because people — it just gets
® too far to walk when you have to walk an hour and 2
(10 half to get to the trailhead. People won't go there.
11 And I know that land is currently owned by
(12) the Friends of the Desert Mounuains. They are
(19 cleaning it up.They are going to arrange to transfer
(14 it to the Forest Service at some stage in the future.
(5] But the gate, the second gate, which everyone
(16) seems to agree is the one there, is a defensible
(n position for vehicles, off-road vehicles going
(18) through.There’s a barrier. There's fencing.
(19) There's a fairly secure gate. I think that's a
120) reasonable compromise situation. So I propose that we
(21} consider a parking area at that point that will allow
(22) access to the trails that go down there. That's the
(23) Indian Potrero Trail and the Dunn Road Trail. Both of
(24] those trails are outside of the Seasonal Closure Area.
125) They will be open year-round.
Page 186
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CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You have kind of mixed a
motion with a discussion. Can we back up and can we
just — just a motion, please?

MR. MORGAN: Yes. The motion is that we
consider opening up the area by the Forest Service
gate at the northern end of Section 29.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Do I have a second to that
motion?

MS. HENDERSON: Second.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We have a second by Terry.

Any discussion on the motion? Barbara?

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: [ am just wondering if
we can make recommendations on land that may or may
not be within our sphere of making these decisions.

If it's privately owned by an organization, how are we
making comments to open it up whenwe don'tevenknow
what they want to do with it? I mean, we may make
whatever comments we want and keep opening it up or
putting a road here, putting it there. They may

totally want it closed.And they own it. They can

close it.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: All we are doing is making
comments —

MS. HENDERSON: Recommendations.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: — on Alternative B,

Page 1€
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Motorized Commercial Recreation Activity, That's all
we are doing is reccommending that. Whatever people do
or anything like that, whether BLM incorporates our
recommendation or anything, that's up to BLM and up to
the people on the property.

MR. KENNA: One other point, if I may,
Mr. Chairman,

The other thing that's important here
particularly regarding Barbara's point is that, as I
indicated, that will go through an additional group.
There's an EIR/EIS associated with the Multiple
Species Plan that will come out in the fall, and the
intent is that the trail planning process work across
jurisdictions, including the nonfederal jurisdictions.
All we have done in our part of this process is the
coordination role for the entire group.
And so that's why — and not just in this

instance, but there are cases where perimeter trails,
for example, may be proposed on land that there isn't
even any BLM land, for example.The trails planning
process is a little different animal than some of the
parts of the Plan Amendment.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Al

MR. KENNA: I hope that helps,

MR. MUTH: I am still confused. I don't
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know where Jerry lives, but —

MR. CRITES: Across the street from the pig.

MR. MUTH: [s that where the pig lives?

MR. CRITES: Across.the street from the pig.

MS. WATLING: Ruth Watling.
There will be a great fear if you put parking
in there for public access from the community members.
[t won't go over casily.

MR. KENNA: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Any other comments on the
motion?

All in favor of the motion, say, "Aye.”

(Vote.)

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Any opposed, “Nay™?
(Vote.)

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Well, let's do hands,
then.

Opposed? One, two, three, four, five
opposed. All those for the motion? One, two, three,
four, five, six.

The motion passes.

MR. CRITES: Count the noes again.There
were six opposed.
CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: There were six opposed?

All right. Let’s try it one more time.
Page 189
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All right. Let’s go for the ayes; all right?
Everyone in favor of the motion, please hold your land
up and keep it there. One, two, three, four, five,
six.
Everybody agree with that vote? Six for.
All those opposed, please raise your hand.
One, two, three, four, five.

MR. CRITES: Six. One, two, three, four —
six. :

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: And I being the tie
breaker vote in favor of the motion. The motion
passes. '

MS. HENDERSON: Mr. Chairman, before we move
on to the next item here, might I ask — in a broader
picture here, how this motorized section is affecting
the tours that are currently — well, maybe they
aren't currently operating. Is there any window here
for that kind of a private enterprise to continue,
maybe not where it is currently, but some other
location? Have we accommodated that?

MR. KENNA: Well, first answer is no. Tours
are not cui'rcntly operating.

Second part of that is there is opportunity
to consider that type of use in parts of the Monument.
However, currer ., there are private land constraints
Page 190
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that make that relatively impractical,
MS. HENDERSON: You mean for a connector
trail or just there are parts here, here, and here,
but they may not connect?
MR. KENNA: No. [ mean that the motorized
tours, there are private landowners that will not let
such a tour across.
CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Wait 2 minute. That's it?
MS. HENDERSON: Well, I still want to —
well. [ heard him say that there is an opportunity for
that except — so then there isn't an opportuniry?
MR. KENNA: Well, I mean, the plan that we
are doing is for a long time. And whether there ever
will be an opportunity is another question, and it
does look to a — it is a2 narrow opportunity because
it basically is a situation where there would be
constraints on the opportunity. So it would be more
limited than it has been at any time in the past. But
it is not totally excluded under this Plan Amendment.
CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?
MR. CRITES: I think what Jim perhaps is
overly polite in describing is a private individual, a
guy named Jim Blixseth, whose interest in sheep does
not extend to not having a golf course in his yard,

who bought both land at the bottom and near the top of
Page 191

[ anyone to have access for, as an example, Desert
) Adventures or any of those groups.
5 My personal bias is they probably brought

1 But be that as it may, one individual has, in

(11] area.
1z MS.HENDERSON: I appreciate that

(13) information, but that sounds like a link in a chain.
(14 Is there some portion of the chain that can exist
1] without that link?

151 MR. KENNA: In a practical sense at this

17 point anyway, probably not.

ey  MS. HENDERSON: Well, he didn't buy the

119} whole mountain,

2oy MR. CRITES: He bought both ends of the

r21] chain.

[24) Some very rough, rugged hills right there.
25 MS.HENDERSON: Right.

22 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Terry, you can walk around
(231 his property, but you can't drive around his property.

1 the Dunn Road and then has refused to allow BLM access
13 across that land that he now owns and refuses to allow

1 more people to the Monument in terms of people who'd
(1 never see it any other way and gave them information
1 and a love for the desert than anything we've done.

[0 essence, ended the entire public opportunity in that
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CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: The second portion, then,
returning to Motorized Commercial Recreation
Activities, page ES-27, we would suggest that language
be added that would prohibit through travel on the
remainder of Dunn Road, the remainder then being from,
according to the motion that we passed, the Forest
Service gate to the bottom.

MR. KENNA: Okay.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: No comment required. We
just would suggest that that might be considered.

MR. KENNA: I think I understand the
comment. ' :

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay. So then we get to
Competitive Recreation Events. Any comments there?

Going on to Motorized Vehicle Use of Trails.
Comments there?

And ending with Public Qutreach.Any
comments there?

Unless any Committee member has further
comments, that would then complete the Committee’s
recommendation to BLM on their Draft Trails Plan.

MR. BOGERT: Can I ask one question?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, sir. Frank?

MR. BOGERT: It seems like we have been

universally talking about Plan B. Has there ever ever
" Page

93

R

125)

been any official approval of Plan B?

MR. KENNA: No.At this point, what is out
there is BLM had to do an environmental impact
statement and that had to include both the range of
alternatives and a preferred alternative. What, in
effect, has happened is we have taken the status of N
the preferred alternative at the time we issued the
document, we have done an EIS analysis on that,and
that's out there.: G

But as I indicated, there is still the draft

EIR/EIS related to Coachella Valley Multispecies Plan
that then will bring the local jurisdiction's part of
the process together with what is going on on the
federal side. And the decision point for that is
probably, I would say, early next year. It's a guess.

MR. BOGERT: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: And, Frank, in response
to — as far as the ad hoc committee is concerned —
and I erred in not saying this, the earlier discussion
of the ad hoc committee agreed that B was generally
the accepted alternative as far as the committees were
concerned. So that's the one we addressed, was
Alternative B.

Thank you very much. lim.
I hope that that's what you wanted from us.
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MR. BROCKMAN: Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, sir.

MR. BROCKMAN: Do you need a motion on the
ad hoc committee's recommendations on all the other
items?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: If it's the pleasure of
the Committee. My feeling was that we were providing
input to the BLM and by stepping through each one of
the sections, we were giving that representation of
the Committee's beliefs and that would end it

But if you wish to muke a motion. certainly
the Chair is open to that.

MR. BROCKMAN: [ would move that with the
exception of the one that we have already voted on —

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I think the correct: ;
motion, then, would be the ad hoc committée’s
recommendation as amended?

MR. BROCKMAN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Do we have a second for
thar?

MR. BOGERT: Second.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I have a second from
Frank. Comment? Discussion? :

All those in favor, signify by saying, “Aye.”
Any opposed? The motion passes.
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Thank you, Bob.
Okay. Let's see. We are now rushing ahead
to, “Recommendations by the Committee Regarding
National Monument Plan Issues/Concerns/Opportunities
for Development of Draft Plan Alternatives.”
It says the Chair of the Committee has this
little job. I don’t know.
What's expected of me, Connell?
MS. DUNNING: This time was allotted at the
end of this meeting to provide for recommendations
similar to what Gary provided earlier; your ability to
just say individually some recommendations that vou
have.And it's also my time to provide for you a
little bit of framework which we have already
discussed a little bit about how we are going to get
your input in the future.
So we could start with if you have any
individual recommendations just from what you've heard
so far, potential solutions, creative methods of
addressing some of the problems, some of the
inconsistencies that have come forward.
I could also provide — in this time frame,
I'd also like to provide and have a little bit more
discussion about where each different issue area can
be pulled into the working groups that we already have
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established. Some of them don't quite fit. But [
think they can fit.
So I want to make sure that we have kind of
an understanding among all of us which areas we could
address that have been brought forth by the public in
those working group areas.
CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Let's begin, then, with
the first portion of Connell's statement, and that is
doesany individual Committee memberhave asuggestion
as to either process or area of concern that has not
been touched on or maybe they want to expand upon it?
Start over here.
MR. LYMAN: Bob Lyman. I think that one of
the comments that we made earlier today is we wanted
some starting point.As we went through this document
on the trails, that was the starting point and
everybody was able to return comments, look at it, be
able to begin packaging things.
And I think that's kind of the direction we
need to — we are kind of at that ethereal stage here.
And I think everybody had that document and was able
to move forward with it. And I think that's something
if we are going to continue and get this plan in
place, we've got to have something to look at.
MS. DUNNING: Would you feel comfortable

Page 197

)

(1 brainstorming in the working groups and then having
fa the output of that brainstorming coming back and then
@ having that to discuss at this level?
#  MR.LYMAN: I have no problem with that.
51 Just so we have some sort of tangible starting point,
1 MS. DUNNING: Right. I just wanted to
M capture your brainstorming.
51 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Jeff? Any comments?
9 Nothing?
110} Bob?
('n  MR. BROCKMAN: Only to say that the planning
(12 work group did review the matrix that was prepared for
(13 our meeting about three weeks ago.And our comments
114 follow very closely along with Gary's earlier today in
(1s) terms of trying to consolidate fees, in terms of some
(6] uniformity in signs, and a number of other management
(17 practices.
(18] So I will leave it at that. But we did have
(19} very much the same feelings as Gary expressed earlier.
o) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Bary?
21 MR. FREET: Nothing.
2) (Mr. Bogert exited the meeting.)
23 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Bye, Frank.
{24) Barbara?
2s) MS. GONZALES-LYONS: No. Just that our
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committee is going to try and work out the same muitrix
and come back with that information.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?

MR. CRITES: No.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Terry?

MS. HENDERSON: Well, I did have a concern
that we are even going to this particular discussion
right now given that [ thought [ heard Barbara
prepared to give us some report from her work group
regarding the cultural aspects which started on
page 36 and she was pulled away.And I thought she
was going to wait until after we did trails, which
we've done.And then I thought we would hear from
Barbara and what her group has potentially — the
point that it's reached.

I would agree that it would be nice to have

that in writing, and I think we will by September 15
for our next meeting, but I wanted to hear what
Barbara had to say about the cultural aspect of this
Plan. It sounded like she had comment.

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: On this Plan?

MS. HENDERSON: It sounded like she had
something to tell us.

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: If you don't mind?

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: No.To be truthful, I had

Page 199

1 forgotten.
@ MS.GONZALES-LYONS: I thought we would have -
@ another study session on that portion of it.
w  CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That referenced something
t5) in the Trails Plan, was it, or —
& MS. GONZALES-LYONS: No. It was the Trails
m Plan.And then — 2
® CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: What page was that?
© MS.GONZALES-LYONS: It's ES-36, I believe.
o) MS. HENDERSON: Thirty-six or thirty-seven?
(1 MS.GONZALES-LYONS: Thirty-six. And they
(12 only have two alternatives. One alternative is called
113 “Motorized Vehicles” in the cultural/native aspects
n4) and in the Trail Plan.
(1s) And one, it says, “Allow the motor vehicles
(18] to go and let erosion happen as it happens.”
1N The next alternative is, “Close the roads and
(18) don't allow crosion to happen.” I think there should
(1e) be an alternative to those two.You know, you just
0] can't close or keep it open.There's other
(1] alternatives, like rerouting of trails in the cultural
(22) areas, you know, maybe covering up cultural
(23) significant areas so that when the trails go through,
f24) it's not going to erode it.
25 I think there could be other alternatives
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(11 other than one extreme to the other.

2 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: My understanding is that

o1 ES-3G is on the CDCA Plan and these have to do with
4 roads, not trails.

sl Is that correct, Danella?

] MS.GEORGE: Correct. But we'd asked for

M the Committee to provide recommendationsonthe CDCA
@ Plan and the Trails Plan.

9 MS.GONZALES-LYONS: Right.

(100 MS. GEORGE: From our last meeting of June,

(11 wasto provide both to the CDCA Plan Amendmentand the
(2] Trails Plan.

133 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We didn't do that because

4] our understanding was we were to be speaking only to
15] the Trails Plan.

s MS.GEORGE: If you go back to the minutes

17 of the last meeting, it's in there.

(e  MS. GONZALES-LYONS: And so they don't have

(19) any aspect within the trails at all about the culture.

2oy CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Jim, does this have to do

21} with trails in the Monument?

2z MR. KENNA: Well, I think it probably is

(231 some of both.And maybe if we just, I think, grab

29} what [ think the essence of the comment is — and [

@s) think her comment is well taken — that there are
Page 201

1 going to be situations where we really only have kind
2 of one or the other.
@ And most of that will have to do with the
(¢} roads in the CDCA Plan Amendment itself, where we are
(s pretty much either going to close them and
16 rehabilitate them or we are going to keep them as part
M of some sort of an ethical point. One or the other.
8 And most of that, if you look at it relative
(9 to the Monument, there are some routes in the vicinity
o) of Snow Creek, and the area that we have been talking
(11 about at the upper end of Dunn road, there are some.
(121 Those are the two areas in the Monument. Most of the
(13] rest of it is either — like into the Martinez Canyon
(14 or very, very rugged and roadless, basically.
[15) So I think the universal things that we might
(6] do on roads is not that big. And so there, it might
(11 be pretry much an either/or.And we are generally
(18 going to try and err on, you know, having a decent
(19} road network but protecting the resources in that
[20] case,
1)  MS. GONZALES-LYONS: But aren’t there
12 alternatives for, like, either removal of those areas
(23) or covering them up?
24 MR. KENNA: And in some of the route
25 designations and pro- — proposed to Coachella Valley
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Plan Amendment, there are some where we are just not
going to have a road there anymore. And the area that
comes to mind where [ think most of that is is right
around the — between Snow Creek and Windy Point. But
in respect of the trails, then, besides the motor —

the trails, there's no aspect in here about culture

dealing with the trails.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: No.

MR. KENNA: And if I understand your
comment, what you want to make sure is that the
rerouting option is there for trails based on a
cultural concern just as it would be for a biological
concern. Which I think that's a good comment.

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: Yes.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Did we blow it? Were we
supposed to give you also information — or comments
on the CDCA portion of it, not just the trails?

MR. KENNA: Well, I think comments on the
CDCA portion of it would also be helpful at this point
in time that — where we are in the process, I think
it's really, you know — the overlap of the Monument
Areaand the CDCA Plan Amendment, the biggest chunk of
that is related to trails and Bighorn sheep recovery
issues and actions.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That was my understanding.

Page 20
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i1 MR. KENNA: So I don't think —

@ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I apologize.

» MR. KENNA: “Blow it” might be an extreme :

) description. :

;55 MS. GONZALES-LYONS: Another comment —

1 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, ma'am?

m MS.GONZALES-LYONS: — dealing with the —

18) what is it? — the Coachella Valley Multispecics

) Habitat Conservation Plan. Your plan proposes that a

|10} lot of this is, I guess, coexisting or connected to

(11] each other, that you are looking for the Multispecies

(121 Plan to be approved and done before certain issues are

(13] dealt with within your plan. What happens if that

114) doesn’t go forward?

p1s)  MR. KENNA: Well, no.Actually, it's the

116) reverse. We have a deadline to finish the Plan

111 Amendment for the CDCA Plan Amendment. It has to be
(te] done by the end of this calendar year. That will

(19) almost certainly be ahead of the Multiple Species

r2q) Plan,

(1] And so the Federal contributions to the

(227 Multiple Species Plan will be pretty well described by
(23 the time that the decision comes out on the nonvehicle
(24] side.

s The exception to that will be the trails
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component, because for us under the BLM planning
system, that doesn't have to occur at a Resource
Management Plan, which would be kind of the equivalent
of a General Plan level, For us, that's an activity
plan level decision. And so we will be able to delay
the final record of decision to close that loop
together with the local jurisdictions.

MS. GONZALES-LYONS: But if it isn't
approved, then it wouldn't matter because your Trail
Plan would still be implemented?

MR. KENNA: Well, there's a lot of this
Trails Plan that the — the only way a Trails Plan is
going to work in the mountains is if there's a
multijurisdictional approach. And so, I mean, it's
conceivable that BLM could do a Trails Plan on some
trails, but we wouldn't really be managing the system
of trails and a system of opportunities and looking
systematically at the biological and cultural
resources and how they are affected just by virtue of
the land pattern that we have in the mountains.

And so I for a long time certainly have been

an advocate that it's important for all of us to
figure it out together.

MS. HENDERSON: Mr. Chairman, does the

Multispecies Habitat Plan have a logo?
Page 205

m MR. CRITES: Yes.A dollar bill.
@ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: A big dollar bill.
(31 I did read the entire plan and personally had
“ no problems or questions with all of the CDCA plan.
5 Of course, I had heard most of it presented by you
(6! guys at one forum or another, so I was pretty aware of
m it, familiar with it.
8] Does anyone else have any comments, then, on
@ the other part, the CDCA Plan and — it talks about
1107 all sorts of interesting things and, in fact, covers
(11 one of the comments we had earlier about finding a
(12 place for off-road vehicles to do their thing.
(3] So if anyone else had any comments on the
(14) CDCA plan, please — yes, sir?
st MR. CRITES: Did BLM bring along their
(16) proposed road changes? A suggestion had been made for
(1m you guys to bring along some maps that you —
(19 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: There are maps in here,
(199  MR. CRITES: They are absolutely useless.
(200 You can’t tell on that scale. '
2y CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Well, you didn't say they
1221 had to be useful.
23 MR. CRITES: I apologize. Did BLM per

_(24) chance as requested bring along the larger scale maps
"125) where people ¢ 'd see the road impacts that are
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proposed?

MR. KENNA: Hold on. I'll check.

CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You had one that you
showed CVAG, at CVAG.

MR. KENNA: You are correct.And it appears
that we left them back at the office. My apologies.
But if there is anyone who wants to see those maps,
we'd be be happy to make them available and set up a
personal session and walk you through them.

MS. HENDERSON: Does that include the maps
identifying the trails clearly named? Because there
was confusion over some of those too. In fact, some
of them I don't think were named.
114y MR. KENNA: I think we are talking about two
s different sets of maps at this point.The maps that
(16) Buford is referring to are the route designation maps
(177 that show where the road closures would be, and the
(19} map you are referring to is a different map. I think
(191 we do have a version — I know we have had this
201 discussion before — that has color coding and names
@1 with it based on your comments that we can get to, we
zz1 will check on that.

@3 MS. HENDERSON: Thank you very much.
24 MS. GEORGE: To follow up — well, Danella
rs) George.

1
@
@l
| 1a
51
(8]
m
(8)
@l
(10]
It
(12
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M To follow up with what Jim said, after — I

12 think you have asked for it at two different meetings

@ and, yes, we have had maps made and they do have the
(4 trails’ names on them and they show the seasonal

151 closures and we actually have them to bring on Monday
(61 for our meeting with Barbara and we will get one to

m you. S T e b e

# MS. HENDERSON: Thank you.

1 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Then continuing past Terry
o) to Gary.Any comments?
)  MR.WATTS: No.
11z CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Al?
13 MR. MUTH: Al Muth. I would just like to
114y comment. I concur with Bob’s comments about needing ‘
151 something in hand to look at. For instance, with the
(6) public scoping comments, yes, I read them. Do I have
117 time to sit down and classify each of those comments,
(18] put them into categories, and propose alternatives
(91 based on those kinds of comments? No.
(20) And [ think — I've got a real job, believe
1] it or not, and that ain't it. So we do need something
2 in hand.
3  MS. DUNNING: Okay. So this would be the
(4] point, then, to talk about — since you do have real
12s] jobs, and I recognize that — just to further clarify
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